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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY -

40 CFR Part 52 

[FRL 1273-3} 

. Approval and Revision of the· 
Pennsylvania Implementation Plan 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 
ACTION: Final rule. 

of 

SUMMARY: This notice announces the 
Administrator's approval of 
amendments to the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania's Air Resources 
Regulations as a revision of 
Pennsylvania's State Implementation 
Plan (SIP). pursuant to Section 110 of the 
Clean Air Act. 42 U.S.C. 7410. The 
purpose of the amendments is to 
establish a program for more effectively 
controlling particulate air contaminnnt 
emissions from coke oven batteries. The 

proposed revisions affect the following 
rules aod regulations 6f the 
Pennsylvania Department of 
Environmental Resources (DER): 
Chapter 121 (relating to general 
provisions): Chapter 123 (relating to 
standards for contaminants); Chapter 
127 (relating to construction. . 
modification, reactivation. and 
operation of sources); Chapter 129 
(relating to standards for sources) and 
Chapter 139 (relating to sampling and 
testing). 

EFFECTTVE DATE: August 16. 1979. . 

ADORESSES: Copies of the revision and 
accompanying support material are 
available for public inspection during 
normal business hours at the following 
locations: ' 

U.S. Environmental Protection A~ency. 
Region m. Air Programs Branch. Curtis 
Build.lng. lOth Floor. Sixth 8: Walnut 
Streets. Philadelphia. PeMaylvania 19106. 
·Attn: Ma. Patricia Sheridan. 

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Re.otll'CM. Bureau of Air Quality and Noise 
Control. P.O. Box 2063. Harrisburg, 
Petuaylvanla 171.20. Attn: Mr. James I<.. 
HambrighL . 

Public Information Reference UnlL Room 
2922. EPA Librat)·, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, 401 M Street SW .. 
Washington. D.C. 20400. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATlON COII.'TACT: 

Mr. Mark Garrison (3AH13). Ajr 

Progi'SJU Branch. U.S. Envi~onmental 
Protedion Agency, Curtis !~· lilding. 
Tenth Floor, Sixth&: Wair.u St.-eets. 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 4!H 06; phone 
215/5f17-Z745. 

SUP9\..EMEHT ARY INFORM A;~ GN: 

L BaCkground 

On June 30, 1978. DER sub:::.it:ed to 
the Regional Administrator. Re~>ion ill 
amendments to Pennsylvania's Air 
Resources Regulations desig:x:.ed to 
regulate particulate emissions from coke 
ovens, and requested that they be 
reviewed and processed as a revision of 
Pennsylvl!nia's State fmplementation 
Plan (SIP). 

Appropriate public hearings on the 
proposed amendments were ~eld on 
Aoril 5. 1977 in Norristown, 
Pennsylvania; on April 7, 1977 in 
Pittsburgh. Per.nsylvania. and on April 
12. 1977 i:l Hamsb~g. Pennsylvi\nia in 
accordance with 40 Cffi 51.1. 

Prier to these amendments. DER had 
::10 regulations pertaining uniquely to the 
control of particulate emissions from 
coke oven ba tteries. Control of 
particulate eMissions from coke 
be tteries wss based on the a pplication 
oi reguiations containing genera i 
!.imitations on visible emissions from 

any source and a general mass loading 
limitation that was applied to coke 
battery waste heat stacks. The new 
regulations contain emission limitations 
for individual coke battery operaUons 
that are designed specifically for those 
operations. Accordingly, the new . 
regulations are intended to be more 
easily administered and enforced than 
the current federally-approved SIP 
regulations. 

The following summarizes the key 
provisions of the new regulations for 
coke oven batteries: 

(1) Coke pushing operation-Requires 
that the coke pushing operation must be 
enclosed and that any air cleaning 
device is designed to reduce fugitive 
emissions to the Icinimum attainable 
through the use of the "best av!lllable 
technology." 

{2) Charging operation-
a. Open charging-At no time shall 

the aggregated time of visible open 
charging emissions during any four 
consecutive charges equal more than 75 
seconds.. 

b. Oosed charging-At no time shall 
there be closed charging emissions 
during more than one charge out of any 
ten consecutive charges. 

(3) Door emissions and leakages
a. At no time shall door axea 

emissions from any coke o\·en exceed 
40% opacity, 15 minutes or longer after 
the last .;harge to that oven. 

b. At no time shall there be any 
visible door area emissions from more 
than 10% of the door areas of operating 
coke ovens, excluding the rwo door 
areas representing the last oven charged 
on any battery and any door areas · 
obstructed from \'iew. 

{4) Topaide Emission&-
a. At no time sh!ll! ~re be visible 

topside emissions from more L~an 2.0% 
of the charging port seala oa operating 
coke ovens in any battery, excluding 
visible em..i.ssions from no more than 
three ovens which m.ay be dampere-:1 off. 

b. At no time shall there be topside 
emissions from more the!'! 5.0% of the 
offtake piping on operati!'!~ c::!<e.ovens 
in any battery, exclud.ins • 1;;, ~ !e 
emissions from open suet:!;:-. ' ~ caps on 
no more than three over! ~ ·..,·i·,: .. h may be 
dampered off. 

c. At no time shall iliero C•' :my 
topside emissions from J:!y :::.1:1t on lbe 
topside other than allow~d •!r.:issions 
from charging port seeis :.:'.~. ·"J u take 
piping pursuant to iterr.:; ! . . :.~.. b. above. 

d. At no time shall ilier-:1 .·;·) ,:ny 
visible emissions from~}.:: •. -:, ! oven gas 
coUector mains. 

Tbe revised regulatic:·.. :'!stablish 
measuring and recordi.rH; ·, . iques. 
equations for deterci..'li;::, . :Jliance; 
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and self-monitoring and reporting 
requirements for coke oven operators. 
However. an explicit procedure for 
evaluating the intermittent visible 
fugitive emissions from pushing control 
systems was not included. EPA believes 
that an explicit procedure is necessary 
to ensure the enforceability of these 
regulations. Consequently, DER is urged 
to adopt a procedure for evaluating 
visible fugitive emissions from the coke 
pushing operation prior to the submittal 
of its final nonattairunent plan required 
under Sections 110 and 172 of the Clean 
Air Act as amended. The regulations 
also provide a mechanism for sources to 
petition for a deferred compHance 
schedule to achieve compliance with the 
proposed emission limitations. 
Compliance with the emission 
limitations must be achieved as 
expeditiously as possible, but in no 
event later than December 31, 1979. 

On December 5, 1978 ( 43 FR 56910), 
the Regional Administrator proposed the 
amendments to DER's regulations as a 
revision to the Pennsylvania SIP and 
provided for a 3D-day comment period 
ending January 4, 1979. 

n. Public Comments . 

In the notice of proposed rulemaking, 
EPA solicited comments on the 
amendments to Pennsylvania's Air 
Resources Regulations with particular 
emphasis on three provisions. The first 
two provisions raise·issues as to 
·whether or not either or both of two 
actions which DER may take under the 
new regulations become Federal law 
without having to be submitted to EPA 
as additional SIP revisions. The actions 
are: (1) The issuance of a deferred 
compliance schedule under the new 
section 127.42 and, (2) the determination, 
under subsection 129.15(c), that opaCity 
levels in excess of 20% have no· 
significant air quality impact. The 
question of whether or not EPA has the 
responsibility and authority to act 
independently under these sections was 
also raised. The third iss.ue dealt with a 
potential misinterpretation oi subsection 
129.15(a) relating to the time during 
which pushing emissions must be 
enclosed. 

EPA Region ill received three sets of 
comments during the. public comment 
period: one from the Pennsylvania DER, 
one from the Bethlehem Steel 
Corporation. and one from the United 
States Steel Corporation. 

DER commented that EPA bad 
pointed out an inadvertent error in 
subsection 129.15(a), i.e .. that this 
subsection should refer to 129.15(c) and 
(e). not 129.15(c) and (d) as originally 
proposed. This clarification answers t.he 

third question raised by EPA. EPA 
interprets this section consistent with 
the above representations, and DER is 
urged to revise the references in the 
regulation at the earliest opportunity to 
forestall any future problems of 
interpretation. · 

The general thrust of the other public 
comments is that DER does not have to 
submit as SIP revisions actions (1) and 
(2) discussed above and that EPA does 
not have the authority or responsibility 
to approve or disapprove those actions. 
as future SIP revisions. DER stated that 
a regulation in its existing SIP, 
subsection 123.1(a)(9), allows it to make 
determinations of minor significance 
without submitting the actions as a SIP 
revision and thus its actions under 
subsection 129.15(c} also do not have to 
be submitted as SIP revisions. In 
addition, U.S. Steel submitted extensive 
comments to the effect that the 
regulations are unnecessary and not 
consistently achievable. 

Detailed responses to these comments 
can be found in the Rationale Document 
prepared by EPA and which is available 
at the addresses listed above. To 
summarize EPA's findings. the above
mentioned amendments to 
Pennsylvania's Air Resources 
Regulations are approvable sub'ject to 
the following conditions, interpretations 
and comments. 

1. Any determination of minor 
significance under sections 123.1(a)(9) 
(relating to fugitive emissions) and 
129.15(c) (relating to coke pushing 
operations} and establishment of a 
deferred compliance schedule under 
section 127.42 (relating -to coke oven 
abatement plans) shall not take effect as 
a matter of federal law unless it is 
submitted to and approved by EPA as a 
SIP revision. 

The basic reason for this requirement 
is tha·t these actions were not expressly 
cor.templated in the air quality 
demonstrations submitted by DER. in 
3Upport of the fcrmenequirements on 
March 17, 1972 and in support of the 
new provisions on June 30. 1978. EPA 
realizes· tha t under sections 123.1(a)(9) 
and 129.15(c) DER may sot make a 
minor significance determine tion unless 
it finds that emissions from the source in 
question will not interfere with 
attainment and maintenance of the 
national ambient air quality standards. 
Moreover. DER may not establish a 
deferred compliance schedule under 
section 127.42 unless it finds that coke 
oven battery emissions will not present 
a s ubstantial risk of endangering the 
public hesl!h and welfare. rtowever, 
EPA has an independent responsibility 
under Section 110 of the Clean Air Act 

to determine whether or not emissions 
limitations are sufficient to ensure 
attainment and maintenance of national 
ambient air qualfty standards. While the 
exercise of DER's discretion is, of 
courl!e. binding for purposes of State 
enforcement, it is not binding on EPA for 
purposes of Federal enforcement unless 
approved by EPA as a SIP revision. 

These three sections expressly 
provide that minor significance 
determinations and deferred compliance 
schedule establishments shall be made 
by DER. These sections do not provide, 
nor is it necessary that they do provide, , 
that such determinations or 
establishments may also be made by 
EPA. Accordingly, EPA does not have 
authority to make such determinations 
or establishments. 

2. With respect to U.S. Steel's 
comments challenging the necessity and 
consistent achievabil.ity of the new 
regulations, it is EPA's policy to 
encourage and assist States in using 
economically efficient pollution control 
methods. However. the Agency has no 
authority under the Clean Air Act to 
reject a requirement adopted by a State 
because it is too costly or too stringent. 
("Stringency" refers to both the controls 
required and how quickly they must be 
implemented). In Union Electric v. EPA. 
427 U.S. 246 (1976), t,he Supreme Court 
held that the Administrator "shall 
approve" a SIP if it satisfies the criteria 
of Section 110(a)(2) of the Clean Air Act 
(42 U.S.C. 7401), and that the 
Administrator may not consider its 
economic or technological feasibility. 

Even though EPA did not include · 
considerations of necessity and 
achievability in its decision regarding 
the approvability of the new regulations.. 
it disagrees with U.S. Steel's comments, 
and it believes that the new regulations 
are both necessary and consistently 
achievable. (Further details can be 
found in the above-mentioned Rationale 
Document) 

ill. Approvability of the Proposed 
Revision 

A request for a revision of a SIP must 
be approved by the Administrator if the 
revision meets tha requirements of 
Section 110 of the Clean Air Act and of 
EPA's regulations. 40 CFR Part 51. The 
bal!ic substantive requirement for 
approval of this SIP revision is that it 
not interfere with the attainment and 
maintenance of the national ambient air 
quality standards. The DER 
demonstrated that the new provisions 
are at least as stringent <J s the former· 
requirements. This showing of equal or 
greater stringency is :;ufficjer.t, In lieu of 
a complete air quality modeling 

···-
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exercise. to a p;-~; ·:t! ~he new 
regulations. (T:1o . . · f(!1?,Ulations do not 
purport to b e ~c! · : .. :d in satisfaction 
of an overall ,, :: ~ ··n t plan and 
controlstratc . ~ ." • : .:n!:tration pursuant 
t.o Section 17:: r.. , : (.!can Air Act. 42 
us. c. 7672.) 

Therefor::-. t '!? t'• · !.:-:: inistrator approves 
the amend· · ·· . . •: to · C!:apters 121, 123, · 
127, and 13!' :'ca:~<. ; lvan.ia's Air 
ReiOurces I -~c.Lor. !l. subject to the. 
above-men ,.,j :unditions, 

interpreta t: . ' '· ir::i comments, as a UMMARV: This r . ation sets forth 
revision of ; . · .;:s:. : ;ania's State . 

ontracting policie' •and procedures 
Implement:: , ' P :1-:t. effective August overing telecomm ·cations; i.e .• 
16. 1979. C(:, ~ t :;: ~ .Liy, the ervices, systems. fa ities, and 
Administra ' · · : '. ds 4{) CFR 52·2020 quipment within the deral 
(Ideotificat. · ·m) of Subpart NN lCovemment It has be he general 
(Pennaylvan .... 1 LO .... corporate this plan· · ractice of Federal agen s to procure 
reviaion into Pennsylvania's SIP. telecommunications from ' anchised 

Under Executive Order 12044 EPA is common carriers: howeve with the 
required to judge whether a regulation is growth of the communicati industry in 
"lignificant" and therefore subject to the " ·competition with these carri :S.· more 
procedural reqtli.rements of the Order or procurements are being mad 
whether it may follow other specialized · 

1 
.. :comiM!titively. This temporary. egulation 

development procedures. EPA labels will provide for the orderly pro ~ ment 
. these other regulations "specialized". ! of telecommunications. · · 

have reviewed this regulation and ' DATES: Effective date: Septembe 7 .... · 
determined that it is a specialized '~1979. Expiration date: August 31, 1. 
regulation not aubject to the procedural Commenta due on or before: Octot> 
requirements of Executive Order 1.2044. . ~1979. . 

(42 U.S.C. 7401-7642 et seq.) _l~ADOR£SS: Comments should be 
Dated: July 6. 1979. . " addreased to: General Services 

Baroera Blum. - Administration {APR}. ATTN: Mr. P; • 
G. Read, Director. Federal Procure 
.Regulations Directorate, Washing 

Actina Admi.nistrotvr. 

Part 52 of Title 4{), Code of Federal 
Regulations is amended as follo ws: 

1. In§ 52.2020 paragraph (c) (17) is 
added to read as follows: 

Subpert NN-Pennsylvanla 

§ 52.2020 ldenttftcation of Plan. 
• • 

(c) The plan revisioo.s listed below 
were submitted on the dates specided 
• • • 

(17) Amendments to Chapters 1:!1 
(§ 121.1}. 123 (§§ 123.1. 123.13. 12:: . ..:~!. 
127 (§§ 127.41 through 127.52. inc!.:siveJ, 

c 20406. . 

OR FURTHER IHFORMATtON CON 
obert R. Johnson. Procuremen olicy 
d Regulations Branch (CPE~ !.' 02-

<tfii00-·0834. (Sec. ZOS{c), 63 Stat 3St!); 4{) 

;, .S.C.488{c)) .:'/fj 
- In 41 CFR Chapter 1. the fdUpwing 
~emporary regulation is addlCJf to the 
. PIM!Ddix at the end of the cnapter to 

-· ad as follows: ; j 
[Federal Procurement Reg. Temporary Reg. 
.s11 ,. 1 . 
To: Heeds of Fede..;l agenci~ 
Subject Telecommunicatio&jJcquisHions. 

129 {§§ 129.15 and 129.16). and l S'J 
(H 139.51, 139.5Z. 139.53 and 139 'H ~ . 
dealing with the control of coke oven 
battery operations: submitted on June 
30, 1976 by the Pennsylvania 
Department of Environmental 
Resources. 

l
. 

.. 

~ 

l. Purpooe. This regulatiq~rescribes 
procurement procedures apglicable to 
Government-wide telecommunication 
services. aystema. facilitie6t and equipment. 

z. Effective date. This rhwanon ls . 
effective September 17. lll'9. 

3. Expiration dace. Tht·, regulation expires 
on August 31. 1961. ' 

(FJl Doc.~ Plied 7- llh'?. 8:45 -=1 
-.u.Q 000E fSe().OI-411 f 

t. 
t· 
' ·> 
1: 

4. Bac.lcground. It bas n the general 
practice of Govemment.ii,sendes to procure 
telecommunication serviCf' and equipment 
primarily from franci-Jsecf"-..mmon camer-3. 
Howe ver. with the growth oi the 
communication industry in competi tion with 
these canien. more wocurements are being 
made competitiYely. ,To facilitate these 
competitive acquisi~ons, thia tecporary 

I , 
I 
! 
i 
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Approval of Revision of the Pennsylvania State Implementation Plan (AH018PA) - Cover Hemorandtun 
MAY 3 1 1979 

Ori~inal e igned by Jack J. Schramm , _ _, .. ·. , c;;-1- - :;.~ Regional Administrator tjR.AOO) 
J. Edward Roush , Director Office of Regional & Intergovernmental Operations (A-101) 

Enclosed is a final rulemaking package pertaining t o revisions of the 
Pennsylvania St ate I mpl ementation ·Plan. The following elements are 
included in t he enclosed package : 
1. An Action Memorandum to t he Administrator from the Regional Admin
istrator, EPA Region III , recommendi ng approval of proposed revisions to 
the Pennsylvania State Implementation Plan (original and one copy). 2. The notice of final rulemaking announcing t he Administrator's de
cision (original and four copies). 
3. A rationale document explaining the basis for the Administrator's 
decision . 

4. Informat~on submitted to Region III by the Pennsylvania Department 
of Environmental Resources . This information includes the amendment s 
and additional s upport material as listed in At t achment 01. Due to t he 
volume o f material s ubmitted , a por tion of t he support documentation is 
not being forwarded. This additional information is outlined in Attach
ment 02. 

5 . Public comments submitted to Region III. 
The Regional Administrator has determined these revisions t o be "special 
action" because certain aspects of the r evisions raise two s i gnificant 
unresolved policy issues . The firs t deals wi t h whet her or not the State 
Agency can issue deferred compliance schedules or determine that onacity 
l evels in excess of specified limits in some instances are o f minor 
significance without submitting those actions tB EPA a s SIP revisions . 
The second issue is concer ned with which of ~Jo me t hods is t he mor e 
appropriate f or handling coke oven vi sible emissions data: As specified in t he Oc t ober 1975 guidelines , it is Region III' s unders tand
ing t hat ORIO will hold copies of the rulemakin~ package for fourteen (14) 
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the fact that the new regulations do not require a level of control more 
stringent than EPA's Best Available Control Technology (BACT) levels for 
cob~ ba tteries. Furthermore, the fact that all but one of the coke 
plan~ s in Pennsylvania are located in areas that are not attaining the 
nationa l ambient air quality standards speaks to the necessity of _ the 
regalations. 

I 
In 1:..ti t:ion to the issues raised fn the proposed rulemaking and by the 
pu·;, L; · .;omrnents, this rulemaking action addresses the ques tion as to 
whi : . ' · two methods is the more appropriate for handling coke oven 
visible emission data. This question had been the subject of a recent 
court decision on the matter of Donner-Hanna Coke Corporation v . Castle, 
12 E.R.C . 1780 (W.D.N.Y. , 1979). However, the new Pennsylvania regulations 
will resolve this question as they contain specific procedures for 
handling the data. 

The basic substantive requirement for approval of this SIP revision is 
that it not interfere with the attainment and maintenance of the national 
ambient air quality standards. The DER demonstrated that the new provisions 
are at least as stringent as, and more enforceable than, the former 
requirements. This showing i s sufficient, in lieu of a complete air 
quality modeling exercise, to approve the new regulations . These regulations 
do not purport to be submitted in satisfaction of an ~verall attainment 
plan and control strategy demonstration, pur~uant to Section 172 of the 
Clean Air Act·, 42 U.S . C. §7672. 

Consequently, we believe that the amendments to Pennsylvania ' s regulations 
submitted on June 30, 1978 do not interfere with the attainment or 
maintenance of the ambient air quality standards for particulate matter 
and therefore recommend that approval be granted. 

The Federal Regis t:9r notice enclosed for your signature summarizes the 
actions taken by Ll'A and the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania w1.th regard to 
this SIP revision and announces the Administrato~'s approval of amendments 
to Chapters 121, 123, 127, 129 and 139 of Pennsylvania's Air Resources 
Regulations as a r evision of Pennsylvania's State I~plemeotation Plan, 
effective 30 days after publication in the Federal Regis t er . Yne notice 
also announces the Administrator ' s decision that the State is required 
to submit to EPA as SIP revisions, specified actions that it nay take 
under its new reRula tions . Concurrently, 40 CFR Section 52.2020 (Identification 
of Plan) of Subpart NN (Pennsylvania) is amended to incorporate this 
approved plan revis ion into the Pennsylvania SIP. 
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Approval of :~evisions ot the 'P~nnsylvnnia Sta te I mp l ementation Pl::tn (AUQlSPA) - l1c tion '~er:111randum 

Douglas ~. Cost le 
Adrrlnis trat01: ( A-100) 

MAY 3 1 1979 

The Co'a:~on"'cnl t h of Per.nnvl vania subr~i tteti ar:1endr.en..ts to its !..ir "R~sources 
P..egulations on July 10, 197.'3 a nd r eouested that tr~y he r eviewed and processed ~s a r evision of Fc nnsylvonia 's S t ate ~':llc~ntntion Pl~n ( SI?) . ·T!te ':1ttrno !>c of t he <r t~nd;;<.:!nUI i9 to P. sta~}i.sh a '> r o s ru!'J for ~re e f fective l y con t!:'ol li:l~; n ~r t icu1.atc c;~is 3 i0-:1.:> f r o:: co~:c ove n l>n tte ric s . ThQr e a r e ~o r'! ~:u lations i n the curre n t SI P .oj,.:n.l i.::"'" S?ccific~ll)y ':rith perticuL'ltt~ ~.·.•cis ::;ions frc~·1 cob~ bat t c·x J.~ s . ·~·he -::e~ulntions c tH.·re :1 tly appliec to co!·.n batteri~s i!"'l Pcn~sylv.:ml:t deal ':>li:th ge':\eral li;:!itations on visible and f~gitivc ·>!lrticu]ate a ir contar:Jin.1.r. t:s fron any source . 

Public heo.ri:<~S u cre h~lc.\ by t :<c P~n.:1syl•1mda :).;p:;:rtme'!l t of :~r.viron!':Cntal 
R~sources (D~::: ) on three ::>Cf)ar;J.tC cl.:rys i n .~:wil , ~:J77 , in. accorf...mc<:! with l>O CFR Section 51. 4 . Til~~ ~c1~ion<ll Atlr: ! :1 istr~tor . ?.e rdon III . ':>rO?OSed 
the nm~nrlm;:;";ltG as a SIP r evis ion on Decem:; c. ;:- 5 , l ? ? S ( !:.3 F'R ~6910). 
Follovin;; hcloH i s a sa:::L-ns r.y of the is ~:Jer.: rl1 iRerl by t hls rule~aking action a nd \7idch is d i s cc:;!;ed in de t clil 1~ ::·H~ en-c.~osed pack...~?::~ . 
In its notic~ o f prCii.)On~d ral<:1:1aki n r>., ~P A. :-'•J 1 icit~ cor:"IHents o n the ar.:1cn.dr:1ents to P8rm.9ylvsni.:l ' ~; :\i r 1P.!:;O'J r c e s ·-.. ~~ulEJ ~ions 't-Ti t h p::.rt icnlar c::.pha~;i~ ou three n rovi sio:-: 3 . -l' !1e 1 ~cy i ::osue r a i s e.:! by these provisio:1s cen t e r s o.rour.~.! the ouest i o n a s t o Hltc th~r the ')J':l~ c an is:.uc de f,'"'!rred 

. r~ -con pli ancc c !1c c:.iul<~s or d:~ter!:iine th.:tt op3city l.~·rels in exc 0 as of sp~cifieJ. l :f.r.1 i ts i~~ SO !:t~ in~;tu~\Ct:\ S o r e o f ::~i~or s'i r.-::1ifi~nnce , wi t hout: su1J t:tittirt~ t f!o:te :1c t io:1!~ to :::,1\ nn S!~ r ·3Visio~-:.s . :'uo ?ublic cO&.lents ·..vcrc r eceive-1 t !1:.tt s;>ob~ i:'l. f avor of !':..~'=- rc~t!irin. !;' thes e .:1ctio:19 to !Je sub~·1i.tt.:ad a nSI? '!" evis i mts . ~ :e bel~,_~v .. :! . ho· .. u~vm: , t.ha t .:my nction not ~xflrr:> s sly co::t ~~ ~:~; l a tcd i n t itc :!.ir <"!:;:l1.i t y ,1cqon:::t:r;2 tion :>ubr.litt!'ld in s upport of a ~ ; t .1tc' s c:o l·,trol str<l t n~·.y , t h.1.t hns t b.c potenti::'ll to c!1a:.~c an cmi!lsion li:!i t atio·:l or ' ' O:>t::>on e t ~ 1e 0 f f~ctivc ::~ t: e of 'an c:-lission 111·1itation, 1tms t be sub~!ittcJ :1::1 a r e vi s io!.l to t:h~ SIP. 

? I .. 11- r-.. ,... l . .,. 

~· · 
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c: ~· '!.e'!' l:t:: days frorl recei!Jt. At the end of this period , if no non-
,, . ~.:•1r.:r~:t~cs ~ave been rcc::ivcc! froM an .\ssi!!tRnt •\dr.dnistr a t.o r or the 
(, · l : · r~l ~. Co:.Jns~l, O~IO ~-111 1 fot:W'<Jt" tl the pack..<~e to the :\cr.dnistrator fo r 
:-:;5 · .. 1 .:-.i':~ ;r.e . I t •.rill t hen be tranmd. tted to Jim Par ker of 0PF./1)SR for 
r .<,1 '·;a tion in t he ::'cdcra l P-e s~is t'=!r . 

I 

·~ .~ , \: 1 of this package arc b~ir..g fon·mr.ded to t!-,e be low-l isted Headquarters 
$~I offices f or thE.ir infon;1atio:1. t-.n addit'!.or:.al copy is b eing fort-Tarded 
t o ~ : Publ i c Infor mat:ion Refer ence Un it (Pin.U) f or public insp.:ction . 

In ·accord.ar.ce with '.Y. Drayton ' s memor .'lndum of 'F'cbrunry 26 , 1979, the 
p r ear::lblc of the encl osed notice of rulcmnkin r, contains boilerplate ' 
lan~uar.c i.dcntif-:tin~ t!'le action hcin~ t aken flS a speci.n.lized r cgnls.tio-:1. 

If you hnve any furthe r questions , plea:Jc cont:.tct '·!r. Israel ~!ilner, 

H.an.a~er , Plans Sanas:;e:acnt Grou-::> ( F".l'S J-597-3174) . 

Enclosure 

CC! 

Contr ol Pro~rans Develo~ment Division ( CPDD) 
Division o~ Standar ds ~ ::?.c ;.-,ulations (nSR)' 
Office of General Counsel (OGC) 
Divioion of ~ tntionary Source Enforcemen t (DSSC) 
Public I nfor ma tion P..c f e rcuce 'i!!'tit (Pir\U) 
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UNITED STATES ENV IRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY Region Ill - 6th & Walnut Sts. Philadelphia, Pa. 19106 

-- . -·-·· ... _.... .. -·--

SUBJECT: Approval of Revision of the Commonwealth of 
Pennsylvania I mplementation Plan (AH018PA) 

DATE: MAR 3 0 1979 

::fiw::~ 
FROM: 

TO: 

Stephen R. Wassersug, Acting Director Air & Ha~ardous Mater· s Division (3~~vv-r 
Jack J. Schramm\~ Regional Administtxator 

l 

; ~n closed for your concurrence is a notice of final rulemaking pertaining 

t o the Administrator ' s approval of a revision to Pennsylvania ' s State 

Implementation Plan (SIP) . This SIP revision adds a se t of regulations 

designed to control fugi tive particulate emissions from coke oven 

batteries . Prior to adopting these regulations , Pennsylvania had no 

regulations intended specifically for the control of particulate emissions 

from these sources . 
The new regulations establish limits , in terms of visible emissions, for 

specific coke battery operations and , in addition , require that the coke 

pushing oper ation be enclosed . The regulations currently being applied 

to coke batteries are expressed in terms of general limitat ions on 

visible and fugitive emissions from any source , a nd a general process 

emission limitation that is being applied to coke battery waste heat 

stacks. 

The basic substantive requirement for approval of this SIP rev1s1on is 

that it not interfere with the attainment and maintenance of the national 

ambient air quality standards . The Pennsylvania Department of Environ

mental Resources (DER) demonstrated that the new provisions a re at l eas t 

as stringent as, and mo r e enforceable than , the former requirements. In 

addition, they reflect at l east Reasonably Available Control Technology 

(RACT), and in some cases Best Available Control Technology (BACT) . The 

showing of equal or greater stringency is sufficient , in lieu of a 

complete air quality modeling exercise, to approve the new regulations . 
We have determined that this final rulemaking package is a !'special 

action," as was the case with the proposed rulemaking package because 

certain aspects of the new r egulations raise two significant policy 

issues discussed in detail in the enclosed package . The first deals 

with whether or not the DER can issue deferred compliance schedules or 

determine that opacity levels in excess of specified limits in some 

instances are of minor significance without submitting those actions to 

EPA·111·013·73·T 
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Reco1::nnenda tion: 

Please sign the enclosed Federal r-egister notice for the Commonvealth of 
Pennsylvania ~t your earliest convenience. 

Enclosur e 
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EPA as SIP revisions . The second issue is concerned with which of two 

methods is the more appropriate for handling coke oven visible emissions 

data . This latter issue had been the subject of a recent court decision 

in the matter of Donner- Hanna Coke Corporation v . Castle, Civ- 77- 232 

(W.D.N.Y., filed February 12 , 1979). However, the new Pennsylvania 

r egulations will resolve this second issue since they contain specific 

procedures for handling the data. I 
During the public comment period that ended January 4, 1979 three 

comments were received , one from the Pennsylvania DER and two from steel 

companies. The general thrust of the comments were first, that DER has 

the authority to take the above- mentioned actions Without submitting 

them as SIP revisions and second, that the proposed r egulations are 

unnecessary and not consistently achievable . This second point was 

r aised in extensive comments by U. S. Steel. We have determined , with 

concurrence by the Enforcement Division , that DER must submit SIP 

revisions for both actions . As to the second significant pub~ic comment, 

the State is acting within the framework of the Clean Air Act i n p~omulgating 

regulations that are as stringent as they deem necessary (particularly 

in light of the 1976 Supreme Court Union Electri c decision). In any 

event, EPA believes that the regulations are achievable using current 

t echnology ; f urthermore , the fact that all but one of the coke plants in 

Pennsylvania are in ar eas that a re not attaining the · national ambient 

air quality standards for par t iculates speaks to the necessi ty of the 

r egulations . . More detailed responses to th~ pubLic comments can be 

found in the enclosed Rationale Document. In view of the complexity of r egulations controlling coke battery emissions 

and in view of the extensive negative comments submitted by U. S . Steel , 

we fee l tha t it is reasonable to expect further action by U.S . Steel and 

possibly by Congressional representatives from the areas of U.S . Steel ' s 

concern . This further action is anticipated even though EPA is negotiating 

a Consent Decree with U. S. Steel involving the Clairton Coke {~orks in 

Allegheny County . By signing the Decree , U. S. Steel would waive its 

right to challenge the new regulations as they apply to the Clairton 

batteries. This would not preclude the Company from challenging the new 

regulations as they apply to the coke batteries at their Fairless Works 

in Bucks County, and it is expected that U. S. Steel will do so . In 

addition , further action by Bethlehem Steel Corpor ation may be an t icipated 

in view of its comments about interpretations oi the reg~lations that 

differ from our interpretations . Nevertheless , we feel that these 

r egulations should be approved by the Agency a~ we reques t tha t you 

sign the enclosed Action Memor andum and Cover ~~randum as soon as 

possible . 

Enclosur e 

ORIGINATED BY : ~~rk E. Garrison Envi ronmental Engineer 



I lJ"NlTED STATES ENVIRCNMENTAl ~OTECTION AGENCY 
/ . 

TITLE 40 - PROTECTION OF ENVIRONMENT 

CHAPTER I - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

SUBCHAPTER C - AIR PROGRAMS 

PART 52 - APPROVAL AND PROMULGATION 

OF IMPL~rnNTATION PLANS 
' • J 

APPROVAL AND REVISION OF THE PENNSYLVANIA 

IMPL~TATION PLAN 

AGENCY: Environmental Protection Agency 

ACTION: Final Rule 

S~~Y: This notice announces the Administra~'s approval of 

amendments to the Commonwealth of ·Pennsylvania's ~Resources Regulations 

as a r evision o~ Pennsylvania's State Implementation Plan (SIP), pursuant 

to Section 110 of the Clean Air Ac t, 42 U.S.C. §74H)., The purpose of 

the amendments is to establish a progr am for more e~ectively controlli ng 

·particulate air contaminant emissions from coke oven batteries. The 

proposed revisions affect the following rules and r~lations of the 

Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources (~R): Chapter 121 

(~elating to general provisions); Chapter 123 (rela~ to standards for 

contaminants ); Chapter 127 (rel a ting t o constructio~ modification , 

reactivation, and operation of sources); Chapter 129 (relat ing to standards 

for sources) and Chapter 139 (relating to sampling ~d testing). 

EFFECTIVE DATE: 30 days after publication of t hfis notice . 

:::::. ti· . .......... ... , ....... ······· · ·· j· ··· ··· ·········· t ··~~~-~~-~~~~~~-~- --· ·· · ·· ···· -·j· ········· ..... .J ..... .. ····· ·····-l ············· · 
OAYE tl·... .. . . . . . . . . . . . .. . .. .. . . . . . . . ... ..... .. .. .. .. . . . . . .... .. .... ........ .... .. ... ..... .. ..... .. .. .... .. t ........ ...... "'l" ........ .. . 
--·---l~:-------L--------l-----L-. ____ .!.,_ ____ ..l,_ ____ -l... _____ ,1_ __ _ 
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TITLE 40 - PROTECTION OF E:lVIRO~&tE!iiT 
CHAPTER I - E!NIRO!TME!IT/1~ PROTECTI0:-1 ~CY 

SUBCH..I\PTE!\. C - AIR PROCR.AHS 
PA.'QX 52 - t'.:P?~.OVAL AN'J PRO~CATIOOI ' 

OF I!-[!>LDfE!ITATlO~i PL.&u~S 
APPROVAL A':E> REVISION OF TilE PumSYLV£ITA . -UfPLC1EN1'ATI ON PLAN 

AGENCY: Enviro~ental Protection Ap,ency 
ACTIO!~: final Rule 

S~~: This notice announces t he ~nistrator's'approval of amendments to the Go~onwealth of Penns lvan1~ 1 s Air Resources Re~Jlations 
as a r evision of Pennsylvania ' s 

Plan (SIP), pur s uant 
to Section 110 of the Clean Air Ac , 42 u.s.c. ~7410 . rne purpose of I t he amendments is to establish e,~rogrnm for ~ore effectively controlling 

particulat e a ir contaminant e.'1',sions from coke oven batteries. The I proposed r evisions a ffect t !'lc/ fol l o• . .-:!.ng rules and re:;!llations of t he I Pennsylvania Department of/ Environmental l~esources (:>E.".!~): Chapter 121 (re lating to general provisions) ; Chapte r 123 (relating to standards for I contnr~inants); Chnpter/ 127 (relating to construction. t:Wdi fication , r eactivation, and operat ion of sources) ; and Cha9ter 139 (rel a t ing to 

\ 

sa!'~plin~ aml testing) . . / \ \:.) •. \~\iV.\\{' FF'1'!:CTIVE DATE : JO d.1.ys after rublication of 
- .~~ . - -----"' '1 • • ' ·_,__ ~HI . ' . 
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ADDRESSES: Copies of the r evision and nccor.1panyi nr. support ma t eria l 

a r e available. fo r public inspec t ion dur ing normal business hours a t the 

following locati ons: 

u.s. Envir onmental Pro t cc tion Agency 
Re gion III 
Air Pro r.r ans Br anch 
Curtis Cuildin~ , l Oth Floor 
Sixth & Ualnut Streets 
Philadelphia , Pennsylvania 19106 

ATT~ I : Hs . PAtricia Sheridan 

Pennsylvania Dep;;.rt7lP.n t of !~nviron:nents.l Resources 
Bureau of Air Qu.::tlity a~vt ~:oise Cont r ol 
P . O. Box 20!>J 
Ha r risburg , Pe~nsylvnnia 17120 

ATr{: ~·lr . James K. Hambri~ht 

h.1bl ic Inforrnatfo:1 !t·~ ference !.'nit 
Roo Cl. 2922 - F.PA Ll b t·.1ry 
U. S. Envi r oP.ne.::ttal 'Protection / ..... cncy 
401 M Street , S.Y. 
Washin~ton , D. C. 20t160 

FOR FURTHER IHFOP~lATlO); CO~I'!'ACT : '-~r. ~br~: r.arrison (3AH13), Air 

Progr ar.ts Branch , U. S . Environmental Protectio:1 Agency, Curtis Buildin~ , 

Tenth Floor , Sixth & 'Halnu t Streets, rhiladelphia , Pennsylvania 1?106 ~ 

phone 215/597-2745 . 

SUPPLD·lENT.I\RY I t:FOR.'1ATIO:l : 

I . BACKG~Olf.ID 

On J une 30, 1970 , DER submi tted t o th~ Regional Administrator, 

Regio n I II , amendments t o Pe nn5ylvania's Air ~esourc~s ~egulatio~s 

desi gned to rep,ulate p.:lr ticula t e et~issions from col~e ovens, and requested 

t :lat they be revi ewed artd processed as a r evision o:: i'ennsylvanic:>' s 

- 2-



State Implementation Plan (SIP). 

Appropriate public hearings on the proposed amendments were held on 
Apri~ s, 1977. in Norristown, Pennsylvania; on April 7, 1977 in Pittsburgh, 
Pennsyl vania , and on April 12, 1977 in Harrisburg, Pennsylvania in 

accordance with 40 CFR Section 51. 4~ 

Prior to these amendments, DER had no regulations pertaining 
uniquely to the control of particulate emissions from~oke oven batteries. 
Control of. particulace emissions fro~ coke batteries was based on the 
application of regulations containins general limitations on visible 

emissions from any source and a general mass loading limitation that was 
applied to coke battery waste heat stacks. The new regulations conta~n 
emission limitations for individual coke battery operat:f.ons that are 
designed specifically for those operations . Accordingly, the new regulations 
are intended to be more easily administered and enforced than the current 
federally- approved SIP regulations. 

The following summarizes the key provisions of the new regulations 
for coke oven batteries: 

1) Coke pushing operation - Requires that the coke pushing operation 
must be enclosed and that any air cleaning device i9 designed to reduce 

- 3-
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fugi ti.•m ~:·· i ssions to the minitnuo attainable through the use of the ,.bes t w a .!. l;Jble technology . " 

visil I equal 

1 ) C'la r:r,inr. operation 

n . Open charging - At no time shall t he ag~regated titae of I 

1: ~u char~ing emissions during any four consecutive charges 
.~> •. than 75 seconds. 

/} 
b. Closed charging - ~t no tiMe shal l there be closed charging emdssions during more than one c~arge out of any ten consecutive cha r ges . 3) Door emissions and leaka~es -

a . At no time sl~ll door area emissions from any coke oven exceed 40Z ?r>acity, 15 minutes or longer after the last charge to that oven. 

b. At .no time shell there be any visible door area emissions from core than 10~ of the door areas of operating coke ovens, exclud ing the two doo r ar eas representing the last oven charged on any battery and any door areas obstructed from view. 
4) To_pside Emis ::i.ons -

a . At no t i r!e shall there ba visible topside enissions fror:1 more t han 2 . 0! of the charging port seals on operating coke ovens in any battery, excluding visible emi ssions frorrt no more than three ovens vhich may be dampered off. 

b. At no time shall t here be topside emissions f r o:n more than 5.0~ of the offtake pi-ping on opcratinR coke ovens in anv batte ry, 

-4-



excluding visible emissions from open standpipe caps on no more than three ovens which may be dampered off. 
c. At no time shall there be any topside emissions from any point on the ltopside other than. allo'.led emissions from charging port seals · and offtake piping pursuant to items a. and b. above. 

d. At no time! shall there be any vis ibl:e emissions from the · coke oven gas collector mains. 

The revised regulations also establish measuring and recording techniques, equations for determining compliance , and self-1nonitoring and reporting requirements for coke oven oper ators . However, an explicit procedure for evaluating the inter~itteut vis i ble fugitive emissions from pushing control sys t ems was not i ncluded . EPA believes that an explicit procedure is necessary t o ensure the enforceability of these regulations. Consequently, DER i a urged to adop t a procedure for evaluating visible fugitive emissions froo t he coke pushing operation prior to the · submittal of its fina l nonattainment plan r equir ed under Sections 110 and 172 of the Cl ean Air Act as amended . The r eRUlations also pr~vide a mechanism for sources to petition for a deferred compliance schedule to achieve compliance with t he propos ed e~ission limitations. Compliance with the emission limitations mus t be achieved as e:xped~tiously as possible, but in no event later than December 31 , 1979 . 
On December 5, 1978 (43 F~ 56910), the ~cr.ional Administrator 

--------------------·-------·-···-··- . ~ . ~s~h-e-mnend-e~~nt-s-·t:o-?~-:~.':i 1: i: ;~;.ft1~ H<:m:t!h'l~', ~~v:.t:s:b:m -to-:.e!:e PoO.r.~9'~,.1--· 
'I'MBOL ~.1·· .. ...... ~ ...... . .... ... ........... .' .................. I ......... ... .... J. ... .... .... .. ... .. i ..... .... ........ ... ....... .... .. {. ............ . ';:"· IL=::;; . s I". "~:~ .. p _o_::~·~.d .. fol~ .. ~O~d~?. r~~nt . p~T:. -~~~!-~': .. ~:u~:~ . 4 L~. 'h Form 13:!0-t 0 2-/0) 
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II. PUBLIC C0~1H:ENTS 

In the notice of t>roposed ruler:~a.king, EPA solicited comments on the 
amend.men~s to Pennsylvania ' s Air ~csources Regulations with particular 
l!lii',:Jhasia on three t>rovisions . The fir st two provisions r aise issues as 
to whe ther Of not _either or both of two actions '4o7hich DEll may take under 
..... . . 1,ew regulations become federal law wi t hout having to be submi t ted to 

EPA as additional SIP revisions~ The actions a r e: (1) the issuance of a ' 

~:::,::~E ~L~ . ~: .. ·j· ......... ... ...... f··· ...... .. ~l- c~-~~"~~~~,~-~~-- .......... ... j .. .......... .. ···J· ...... ....... ····J··· ........ .-~ .. . ~-\TE t· ............ _ ..... .. ..... ..... ~ ............ j ....... ~~-~ ~ · ·· ........ ......... _ .. .. .... ..... .. .. f" ....... .. ....... r ... ........ . 
EP;.. f o,-m 13:.!0-1 (1 2-iO) 
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deferred compliance schedule under the new sect~n 127.42 and , (2) the 
determination , under subsection 129 . 1S(c) , that U:pacity levels in excess 
of 20% have no significant air quality impact. ~e question of whether 
or not EPA has the responsibility and authority to act independently under these sections was also raised . The third issue dealt with a 

I . 
. potential misinterpretation of aubsection 129.15(a) relating to the time 

during which pushing emissions must be enclosed . EPA Region III r eceived three sets of coomcnts during the public conunent period: one from the P~nnsylvania nE~ , on-e from the Bethlehem Steel Corporation, and one froi'l the United States Steel Cor pot:ation. DEP. commented that EPA had pointed out an inadvertent ~rror in subsection 129.15(a) , i.e._, that this subsection should r efer to 1 29. 15(c) . 
and (e), not 129 . 15(c) and (d) as orieinn] ly proposed . This clarification 
anSlV"ers the ·third question raised by EPA. f PA inter prets. ·this section 
consistent with the above representations , ~nd DE?.. is urged to revise the references in the reguletion at the earliest O?r>Ortunity to forestall 

any future problems of interpretation. 
The eeneral thrust of the other public co;.;t;~ents is that .i)ER docs not have to sub~t as SIP revisions ac tions (1) ~ (2) discussed above 

and that EPA does not have the authority or respo~sibility to approve or disapprove those actions as future SIP revisions. JER stated tha t a regulation in its mdsting SIP . subsection 1 2J . l(a) ( 9), allm1s i t to ooke determinations of minor cignificance without submitting the actions 
:1~ a SIP rcvi::>ion a;;d thus its acti.OHS unii.er su'Gs~c ·tion :.2:J .l5(c) also 

ne e .. ·· a~ • -~-



Detailed responses to these comr.1ents can be found in the R<l tionale 
!>ocument pr epar ed by I:P.J\ f.lnrl ~1hici1 i s available at the addresses listed 
above. To s~~rize EPA' s findines , the above-~entioned amendme nts to 
Pennsylvania 1 s Air P,esources ~c~ulations are appr ovable subject to t he I 

followi ng conditions , i nter?r ctations and concents . 

f. Any determination of cinor signi ficance under ..-.rbsections 
123 .1(a)(9) (rclatin~ to fu~itive C!~i!lsions) .1.nd 129 .15(c) (relatinr- to 
coke pushin,g operations) :lntl establichr.~ent of a ccf~rred co~plia~ce 
schedule under 9ec tion 127.4 ~ ( rclu ting to co!.:e oven abatcr:~ent ? l nns) 
s hall not take effect as a na t ter of federa l la\~ unl ess it is s ubmitted 
to and approved by CPA as a SIP revision. 

The basic-reason for t!lis requirenent i s ·that these actions were 
not oex?ressly contemplat ed in t he nir quali t y ·Jernonstr ations submit t ed 
by m: R. , i n support of the former r cquir cment 5 on :!o.r c!l 17, 1972 and i n 
support of t he new- pr evisions on June 30, 1978 . YPA realizes t hat under 
s ections .123 .1(~)(9) and 129 . 15(c) ~ER may not ~akc a ~inor significance 
determination unless it finds that emissions from the source in Question 
l-lill not int erfer e wit!\ at tain.--r.cnt and l!Ulin tenance of t ha national 
a o bient .::tir qu.::tlity st.::tndnrds. ~~orcover , ;)F.R ~::1y not establish a deferred 
compliance schedule under section 127.42 unl e ss 1~ finds tha t coke oven 
bat t ery emiG::>ions will not presen t a subs t antial risk of endangering the 
;1ublic h•.!nlth and ;1c l f a r e . He>-.>cv e -r , !':PA h a s nn i::.!~">endc11. t r csron-. ibility 
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under section 110 of the Clean Air Act to determine whether or not emissions l~mitation!l are sufficient to ensure attainment and maintenance of national ambient air quality standar ds. \~ile the exercise of DER's discretion i s, pf co~rse , binding for purposes of sta te enforce~ent, it is not binding on EPA for purposes o f federal enforcement unless approved by EPA as a SIP r evis ion. 

These t hr ee sections expr essl y ?rovide that minor significance determinations and deferr ed compliance schedule establishnents shall be made by DP.R. TI<ese sections do not provide , nor is it oecessa~ that t hey do pr ovide , that such determinations or establishments may also be made by EPA. Accor dingl y , EPA does not have nuthority to make such d~terminations or establishment s. 
2. Witli r espect to U. S. Steel's comments challenging the necessity and consistent achiev.ability o f the new regulations, it is ZPA's policy to encourage and assist States in using economically efficient pollution control me thods . However, the Agency has no authority under the Cl ean Air Act to reject a r equirement adopted by a State because it is t oo costly or too str inr.ent. ("Strin~;ency' ' ref.e r s to both t he controls requir ed and hol·T quickly they mus t be i rnplenented) . In Union Electric ~ EPA, 427 U.S . 245 (1976) , the Supr eme Court held that the Administrator 11shall approve" a SIP if it satisfies the criteria of Section 110(a)(2) of t he Clean Air Act (42 U. S.C. §7401), , and that the Administrator reay not conside r its eco:1.orJl.c or tcchnolo~~ical f easibi.l i ty . 

MSOL ~ .... . . , •·· ·· )- •••• ·· J·· .... r~NCU:~·~r··· ... ·]················t····· ···· ·······t··•·•······ ·· 
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In addition to reviewing and evaluating the public comment s , EPA evaluated the DER's submittal concerning the greater stringency of the new r egulat i ons. Although it is difficult to quantify vis i ble enussio ns in terms of a mass emission rate , EPA staff believes that DER's submittal supports t he conclusion that the new provisions are a t least as s t r ingent as, and in some cases more striog~nt than, the former requirement s ; furthermor e , the new provisions are more enfor ceable than the former requirements . EPA s t aff belie~es that this s howing is adequate to approve the amendments as a SIP revision. These r egula tions do not purport to be submit t ed in satisfaction of an over all attainment plan and control strategy demonstrati on, pursuant to Section 172 of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S .C. §7672 . 

VI. Conclus i on 

Based on the foregoing, it is appropriate for the Administrator to approve the amendment s to Chapters 121, 123 , 127, ~d 139 of the rules and regulations of the Pennsylvania Department of Env i ronmental Resour ces as a r evision to Pennsylvania ' s State Impl ementation Plan. Similarly , it i s necessary to amend 40 CFR Section 52. 2020 (Identif ication of Plan) of Subpart NN (Pennsylvania) to incorporate the amendments into the · approved SIP for Pennsylvania . 



APPROVAL OF REVISION 

OF THE PENNSYLVANIA STATE IHPLE1ENTATION PLAN 

(REF: AH018PA) 

RATIONALE DOCU!1ENT 

I. Background 

On June 30, 1978 , the Department of Environmen~al Resources of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania submitted to the Regional Adminis trator , Region III, amendments to its regulations governing the control cf air pollutants, adding specific regulations for the control of particulate emissions from coke oven bat t eries . The Department requested that the amendments be reviewed and processed as revisions of the Pennsylvania State Implementation Plan (SIP) fo r t he attainment and maint enance of national ambient air quality standards . Ync amendments consist· of changes and additions to Pennsylvania's Air Resource s Regula tions . 
Appropria te public hearings on the proposed amendments were held on April 5, 1977 in Norristown. Pennsyl vania , on April 7, 1977 in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania , and on April 12, 1977 in Harrisburg , Fel'tnsylvania in accordance with 40 CFR Section 51.4. On July 10, 1978 , the Regional Administrator. acknowledged by letter to the Department the receipt of the proposed regulation changes . On December 5, 1978 , (43 FR 56910) the Regional Administrator proposed the changes as a revision to the Pennsylvania SIP and provided for a 30- day public comment period ending January 4, 1979. 

Pr ior to these amendments, the Department had no rewJlations pertaining uniquely to the control of particulat~ emissions from coke oven batteries. Control. of particulate emissions from coke batteries was based on the application of r egulations containing general l imita tions on visible emissions from any source and a general gr a in loadin~ limitation that was applied to coke battery waste heat stacks . The :.ew r egulations contain emission limitations for individual coke battery operations that are designed specifically for t hose oper a tions. Recause of this the new regulations will be mor e easily adwinis t cr ed and will provide better enforceability than the fonner regulations. 
The amendments to the Pennsylvania Air Resources Regulations are summarized below: 
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APPROVAL OF REVISION 
OF THE PENflSYLVAI·:I.A STATE U1PLEMENTATION PLA.."'i 

(REF: Al1018PA) 

RATIO!.J.ALE DOCUMENT 

I. J tckgrountl 

On 30, 1978 , the Department of Environmental Resources of the 
Co t:. ,,_:.realth of Pennsylvania s ubmitted to the Regional Administrator, 
Regi on III, anendments to its r egulations GOVe~ing' the control of air 
pollutants, adding specifi~ r egulations for the control of particulate 
t;missions from col~e oven batteries . The Department requested that the 
amendments be revie:~o~ed and processed as revisio:ts of the Pennsylvania 
State I~plementation Plan (SIP ) for the attainncnt and maintenance of 
national anbient air quality standards . The a.eendc:te!'ltS consist of 
changes and additions to Pennnylvania ' s Air Resources Regulations . Appropria te public hearings on the proposed amendments were held on 
April 5, 1977 in tiorristown, Pennsylvania, on April 7, 1977 in Pittsburgh , 
Pennsylvania, and on April 12, 1977 in Harrisburg , Pennsylvania in 
accorda~\ce with 40 CFR Section 51. 4. On July 10, 1978, the Regi onal 
Administrator acknowledged by letter to tho Depar.tmun t the recei pt of 
the proposed. re3ulation changes. On Dece~ber 5, 1978, (43 FR 56910) the 
Regional Administrator proposed the changes as a revision to the 
Pennsylvania SIP and provided for a 30- day public co~cnt period ending 
January 4, 1979. 

Prior to these amendntents, the D~partment had no regulations pertaining 
uniquely to the control of particulate emissions f r om coke ov~n batteries . 
Control of particulate emissions fror:, coke batteries \~as based on the 
application of r :~ ·;ulations containing 3eneral limitations un visible 
emissions f rom a11y source and a ~eneral grain loading limitatio~ that 
t-1as applied to co ~~~ battet'y \v'as te heat stacks . The new regulations 
contain e~ssion li!xl tations for indiviuual cor~ battery operations t ha t 
are designed specifically for. those operationa. Decauc2 of this th~ new 
regulation!l vlill oe !llore eas ily adn:l.nistered ao.:i will i'rovide better 
enforceability tl::~n the for:-aer rcsulations . Th.:! level of control 
required corres!:O!tds to the Best Available Contzol 'I'cchno;Logy (BACT) for 

~...--,--,-y>-1 .... !)ushing ope r ations aud for er.1i ssions from topsii!:es aad doo r s . The ~ t1£'/(v1 s t andar d for cha r gino operations i s someuhat 1-.s than OACT but requires 

' I' ',.' . :· at least rteasonubly Avail<lble Control Tcchnolog:~ (?-..t\.CI'). 
J~:\~\ \ 
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Brie f Description 

Procedur es Qnd equa t io:1s for co~pliance: this section also es t ab l ishes s pec i f ic procedures for i ns pectors to follO\-T and gives equations for the pur pose of processing visible emissions data to de t ermine compl iance . 

Abatement of coke oven battery emissions : this section r equires coke ba!: t eries to be s hut dmro. if t hey do no t comply n t h t he applicable regulations, excep t t ha t a ba ttery cover ed by an order ob t a i ned under sect~on 127 . 42 will not be required to compl y vith this section . 

Deferred compliance \·lith r e vised emis sion limi t a tions f or coke 0V1!:l batte r i es : t hese sections provi de a nectk•nis~ for an oper a tor of a coke ovcu bat t ery or batter i es to petiti on for a def erred compli~cc schedule t o a chieve compliance Hi th the r e-:i s ed emission l ir.rlta tions . Compliance wi t h t he emissi on l i nitations mus t be achieved as expeditious ly as poss i ble , but in no event later t han December 31. 1979. Requi r @.ment s are spel l ed out for f iling the petitions and advertisi ng notice o f t he f i ling · for a pet i tion , and opportuni t i es a r e pr ov i ded for inter es t ed partie s t o pr o cas t t he granting of a d~ferreJ compliance s chedul e bas ed on a pe ti t i on. Procedur es a re a l so speci f i ed for considering t he pr o t ests , holding i nformal hearings on a pe tition, and for a ctin g on a petition . 

Existin~ ?.ir nollution a ba cemen t or de r s gove r ning coke oven emis s ions : es t ablishes means by which curr ent orders can be incorporated into de f err ed coupliance s c he1ules . 

Coke pushi ng oper a tions : requi r es t ha t the 
pushin~ oper a tion be enc l osed , and t hat vis i.ble fugi tive eni ssions fro~ any devi ce i ns t a l l ed to control pushing euissi oas be l ess t han 2rn . Visible f ugi tive air contaminan t s fron t he tran:Jporting of hot coke in t he open a tnospl1e r e · are r equired to be less t h3n 10~ . A pr ocedur e i s e s t ubli s ed Hher eby t ha D:!:R , upon a pplicat i on ___________________ _ f_r_,o,-•_'l _:l_::=:ot~ rcn. r>"! V il •1t~-..;l ne th 'l t vi~_i._1_,,_-"'..,..- -------et.!is ·:~OHCU RtlEW!:F~ rn~:;, i.:·!..- r:-">nl: r o l oev~ r: -:: it1 sv~o~aoL ~ - - -- - -r------..-----e-:--..: c;..;:J-p;s oC:-:'5 .~\ava no ::-~~:-~L:.Eic.:;.n t: c.1 r q...J::;.J ity ······ · ····· · ··· · · · ···· ·· ·· ···· ······· ·· ···· ··· ··i-n1p, ct-;· · · ' :"hf.'!11'·~r.~ i ":t f · t: ) :\!·· t' :-:-F~· · :-; ·ck;::s .. 't h::rt .. ... .. .. ... . . . .. .. .. . .. S'JRN~ME ~ •. . .... . . . . . .... . . •. • .. . • . ... . • . . . ... . .•. . .• • • }.<;!.~ : ,;::;1J:~.~ .t; ~.9D ,.I.~ J1\~ .. . ~ ~~~X~ \.11 .. i~ . .!?R . 1.Qm en : . X.~.q\.rj,J;- ~( ~~T E ~ t v .
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Brief Descr iption 

Door mnintenance, ad.1 us t ment and r eplace.ment pr actices : t his s ection specif ies procedure s t hat must be followed to r educe door emissions, if a coke oven battery fa i ls t o oeet the stondar ds conta i ned in section 123 . 44 (a) (2) or (3) a f t er t he effective date of these s t andar ds at t he ba t tery ·1n ques tion. 

Monitoring duti es of cer tai n s ources : t he s e sec cions uescribc t he purp?se , ~ethods , and teclmi ques of t he monitoring duties , a nd the r eports requi r ed under the moni t orir.g dutie3 . 
Re r:tui.rer.tent!'> : es t ablishes t he spec i f ic no:1itori n.g r equi.r e.r:tcn t s of coke oven batt ery opera tors . Fo'r char~in~ , topsides and doors, mon;i to r ing mus t be done on a daily ba sis and r e ports f i led on a qt~r terly basis . For t he pushi ng and was t e heat s t ack particuln t e ~.,re ight r egula tions , tes t s mus t be conduc ted annua l ly and r eports f iled annua lly. 

CONCUfH?ENCB 
.... .. ........... . .... ... ..... .. ...... .... ..... ........ 

··[- ·· 1 · j j· ·· 
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... .... ...... . .. . ...... ......... .. .. ....... .. .. .... ... ...... .... .. ... -

.. ..... .... ... ..... ... ...... ....... .. .. ...... ........ SAT E t· 
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II. Cor. t rol Strategy Demonstr a t ion 

Th~ Co n trol Strategy Demonstration submitted by tl.e Commom-tealth of Pem~.:;ylv:'lni:a is based on its claim that the net~ r .e,.TU.l.ations are more s t r .:l t . ~ ·.~ nt than t he r egulations that DER. is curr ently a pplying to coke 
ov .:':l b:'l. t teries in terms of allm~able emiss i ons expzre ssed as pounds of pa 1·t 'ica lates per hour . EPA ' s evaluation o f the i nfonnation supplied by 
Pe 1 :·tc y'• 'Tania wfll determine its aeceptabil ity as a d emonstration . The 
Cc r ·· ';"' ' ~lth' s statement i n i t s letter f or--Ya r ding tthis SIP r e vision, 
t h < · ·, !Sa re~ulations do not cons titute t he total r evision packa p,e for 
any 'lu:ta t t a i runent area , supports the possibility o~ accepting the new 
r egulations on the basi s of increased stri.nger.cy . A:rea speci fic plans , 
to be submitted at a later data , are expecte d to p~ovide a model i ng demonstration that the national ambient air quali tr standards wil l be 
attained and maintained in t he a f f ected areas . 7hl! current SIP r evision 
is intended as a f irst step in the process of nona~tainnent area planning . 
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I II. :'ubmit tal of Public C01ments 
Duri1~.'. t he 30-day public commen t period follmrlng the December 5, 1979 
no tic•! of proposed rule-making , EPA r eceiv2d comments from the U.S . Steel 
Ccrpo~~ tion , Bethleheo Steel Corpor a tion, and the Pennsylvania Department 

. o f r.n·,•ironmental Resources . In gener a l, the comments focused on i ssues 
r n3.:::c •J "uy 'F.PA in the notice of pro?osed rule~kin~ . U.S. Steel also 
s utni t t .:!d extensive COUI!llents challeng ing the technological feasibility 
of Lh ~ proposed regulations , the necessity of the p roposed regulations, 

· t ic r ' · thodolo~ e ;!lployed in developing t he pro?osed emission licltations~ 
t lu ;::·rlitoring provisions of the ' pr oposed r egulations, o.nd other l ess 
e : · ·• :.~cant provisions of the proposed r egulations. The ma.1or portion 
o l : , Steel ' s comnen ts consisted of copi es of docu~ents submitted to 
t he Pennsylva nia DER during t ite above-mentioned pub,lic hearings . In 
addition . U. S. Steel subrnitteu a copy of a ~~ovenber 30 , 1978 letter from 
Earl F. Young , Jr ., of the Acerican Iron and Steel Institute to 
Donald R. Goodwin , Director , Emissions Standar ds cu1d Engineering Division 
of EPA's Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards . This letter 
contained soet~ of the findin~s of a Task Group headed by R. ~1 . ~!c~!ullen 
of Bethlehem Steel Corporation, regar ding available coke oven .emission 
data and the factors which affect emission control perforoance. In u 
cover letter forwarding these docUiaents, U. S . Stael stated that the 
attachnents constituted their specific coa~~nts and outlined some items 
that t hey felt were of particula r concern. A s~ry of ~PA ' s evaluation 
of all the public comments is contained in part V be.}.ow. 

············ ····· .. ... .. .... . . ........ ··············· ·· · ················· ...... ........ .. . .. ····· ······ ··· ··· ..... ............. ···· · ··· · · . 

·v··o· ~ 
1 1 

t _coHcu···Nr 

1 

f t ___ _ :~·.~·: . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .............. : ........ ......... ~ ........ .... . :?4 Form 1320·1 {12-70) 
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IV. ~~licy Issues 

Tvo si~nificant policy i ssu e s are r a ised by thi~ SIP r evis ion. TI1e 
f irs t deals with how v isible emissions r eadings at: coke batteries are to 
b e Lrr:!aterl , and t he potential of s uch t r ea t ment t!o a ffe ct futu r e ~ep.ion III 
l :i.":Jr, ·•.::ion invo lving coke oven batteries. A r ectnt c ourt decision 
it ~vol·, .Lnn the Donner- Hanna Coke Cor ?oration held that, in the absence of 
a s ~cd.fied r.1e t hod for reading visible emissions i n a S tat~ SIP , F:PA' D 
h t ~! 9 mu s t he used . Thi s oethod includes da~ r eduction -procedures 
i t · 'J.n g t he averaging of s i x minutes ' •:1orth of 71si hle emissions 
re~ .. .!. tt ~s . .\])plying t his data r eduction procedure to visible emi ssions 
datu from coke ov en batteries is possi bl e; hotleV'er.' the curr ent Pe~nsylvania 
SIP -r e gulati on that is a pplied t o coke oven batt~ies vas not intended 
to b e u a cd wi t h t he Nethoci 9 av e r aging t echni que. The afor emen tioned 
court dec ision tends to emphasize t hat t he currcu.t anend: tents s~ tould be 
approved since t hey contain soccified visible ~mission ::easurement 
techniques . (It should be noted that f PA nay a?!~al the Donner-H~nna 
d ecision for other r easons ; ho\vever , t he a',)pcal nay be lengthy and the 
decisi on 's impact may be important to current and anticipated ~eglonal 
c ases .) 

The second significant policy i5sue deal s 'l-7ith the ques t i on of S ta t e 
discretion i n al_)plying built-in e:r.:cco t ions t o thO;!' er:~1.ssions li::titations , 
by .,ray o f r.taki ng nino r sour ce de t erninati.ons unde-r Sections 1 23 . 1 ar:.d 
129.15 a nd granting defcrr~d compliance scl~dules under Section 127.42 . 
This i ssue is discussed further in Section V bel~. 

::::~ iJ · ·••• •J•· • · •• •• • ••· · j · · •· •• ·• •· •• r~-~~·~~~±'""~·H .. H . ·H • ·· I ·• ·•HH HH· ·· l HH•• • H ••H•···l· · ···· ·~~- · "'- ! 1 .. . H• •• ••H•H+ H.HHHH H -HH••H•••H•H•• ••HH•HH H••• •H• ••H• HH •• 1• H•• H••• •H ••r•H••H••••H• I••••••H• ••H• - ·--- ----
_L_ ---L----··-· . "- l" r"" • -· •• 
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V. ~l'A _ ·, !tluation 

The· :1r7 ·c~;. ts can be generally cater,or ized into two subject areas: t he 
fi r - . d ··;"\ Ls ·wlth t he issues raise d i;1 t!-le not ice of pror>oscd r uleMB.ki ng 
an<l · ~ .e :; ·cond deals with the technolo q;ica l aspec ts of the propos~d 
r e v. · .. c. t · .. ~ns . One of the issues ;:-aised in the ~reposed rulemakin~ was 
th~ · tt: · rel ationship bet~.;een Section 129 . 15(a) and 129.15(e) is not 
clc1 Subsec t ion (e) of the ~roposed r ep.ulation seems to permi t the 
t n · • '; of hot coke i n t he open atmos?:1ere if visible fu!.;it i ve air 
cor.· tnts do not exce~d 10~; opaci ty. Subc;ection (a) does not r.1ake 
ref~• .~ r_.:e to s ubsec tion (e) when specifyin~ exemptions to the r e<1uireu:ents 
fo r et~closure , and t !'lus it is not c1.ear i~ow t~ese su~sc<c tions sho~ld be 
i n t erpreted . In their coll'.ntents , the Pennsylvani a !)f:R noted that in a 
r evis i on to the section ?rior to final ann ;:-oval ~Y t~e State [nviro~ental 
Quality BoarJ . a neu subse.::tion ~-.';!5 a,;,hd -:.1i t !1out ;:-cfl~cti:1p, the a:ldition 
by changing t he r~~ference in subsection (:1) from s ubsec tions (c) nnd ( d ) 
to subsections (c) nnd ( e) . : ·P:\ ' s comr-wn t !':i.npoint~J. ti1is inacivP.rtent 
error and OER noted th3t t he corr ec t wordin~ of t he last phase o£ the 
first s~ntence of ~129.15(~) should be · " .• . exceot for s uch fugitive 
pushf(l3 enissions :ts are allo~Jed by subsections (c) and (~) of the 
Section. ·• Thi s change vould r~solve the iss llc r aised in the proposed 
rulcmal:.ing . 

The other issues raised in the notic~ of proJioscd rulef'lakin~ deal 'lti.th 
establishirt~ defcrrell connli::tncc !',;chedules under Se ctions 127 . 4 2 -
127 . 52 and Hith making deternin;t tions of !!liner si~nificance under subse ction 
129 .15 (c). The issue s in both c ases .:1re sinilar: f irs t, \o~he ther or not 
DER has to subuit t he <!Gfcrred co:-n?liance schedules and the determi nations 
of minor si~nificance to EP~ ~s SIP revisions and s econd , whether o r not 
EPA has the authority to establish ~eferred compliance schcdulP.s u :>on a 
source ' s applicat ijn to ~PA a~d/or the authority to wake indeoencl en~ 
determinations o f ~inor ei?.nificance. 
Both DER and 5e t hl_P.itcm Steel Cor ?oration expressed t he belief i n t heir 
comr.1ents t ha t nei t : <c r source !leten:ri.naticns nor deferred coD!)li.ance 
schedules , need IJc r;ubmit t ed to EPA as SI? revisions. 1\ccordin~ to l)E!{, 
i ssuing a deferrc.i compliance schedule ·• •.. t·muld not constitute a variance 
from applicable s ·~r ~:cauireuents out uculd i:1:Jte.:!d constitute the a;>plicat ion 
o f ap?r oved SIP r ·.:··ulations un,!er specific s ituatil)llS 8<Dressly contemnlated 
within those re<!Ui.:!t!ons and in acconim:ce ':ith soecif:!.c c;-itcri.a as set 
forth in those r e!';ulat ions ." Bcthlcl1e!'.1 ~tcel !~otecl t hat every coke 
battery op~rator in P~n."lsylvania Noulri be r e quired to obtain a deferred 
compliRnce schedule and t:lUs a SIP revision would not be :~ecessary . ' ·lith 
r cgarc!s to t he ninor source determinations , '.)[~ stated t hat the sar.te 
.~r :?,'.!::l·:m t :t...,;"~ ll .... ~ he re as ·~o:->11 ~s to i:1•c '!. .:;.s,~."!:" t::e of ~ 'f -~ -:-red c o~-;liar.ce 
sc~1eJu1 c-., 1. 12 ., t!l 'lt 3 Je ter-:-·.,_r!:!ti.G'1 0"' : .!..:1or :>:!.:- 1if~-:'!i'..CC ><"Oi!] ,l const j tute 
the a pplica tion of a-:>;n:oveJ SI:> rc.:~ulati'Jn~. ~urtherir.orc, nm~ s tateJ 
that an a lrc.:;J.y- ap?rOvQJ r er,ulation . Sect ion 11~ . l(n)(9 ), nll m-;s for ~ 
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euch minor source determinations without tlu~~ requirai"'!H~nt for a SIP revision. Finally , DC:ll believes th~t a i·linor source de termination 
conforms tdth Section 110 o f t he Clean Air Act since a finding mus t be 
made that a.sourcc Hill not prevent or interfere vith the attainment or 
mai ntenance of any ambient air qua lity standard in order to determine 
that a Rourcc is of minor conscauence. Be t hlehem Stee l c ontended that a 
minor source determination ~~ould in fac:t be a detemination t hat a source i s in coltlpliance with t:te S.IP . 
In r esponse to these contentions , EPA be lieves that an air quality demonstration submitted by a State in s upport of n cont r ol strategy is 
the critical f ac t or . If t he sit~otions referr ed to i~ t he regulations 
Here ·nx?res sly con t emplated in nn air quality dcr:onstratlon , and such a 
demons tra tion wer e accepted a s showing attoi~~ent and maintenance of 
standar ds , the S t ate could t hen exercise d iscrctioa within the limi t s of 
thoue situa t:l.ons . !!o;.:ev er, for those pares of ::he regul ations covering 
rr.inor so~trce deter.-:~inations anrl deferr ed c o::1p lia:1ce s cheJules , t he State 
d i d not de~onstrate thnt t heir n~plication woul d not a dversely ef f e ct 
attainr.1en t and tr,;;.intena";'lce of staacl:lrds . I n fnct , t:~e uer:tonstration that 
the ne •.v r egul a tions arc rtore stringent th::m the for-:1er renulations '-'<lS 
based on the assumption tha t t he teclmolo~y required by the ne~~ re~lations 
~10uld ach i e v e 95:~ control of !)ushin~ er:rlssions . I t is conceivable t ha t 
a syste:t: could be i nsta l led t;1at achieves o lmmr cap ture efficiency but 
still meets the r equiremer, ts for a l!linor s •:·' .;:-ce det.c.rcination, and in 
this case the. "more strin~ent· a r f,tLnen t rna·; no t hole . As far as the 
c urrent Se ction 1 23 . 1-(a) ( 9 ) (dealing ~d th t••:i.ao r sources ) is conce:rne.d , 
i t has been EPA' s 1.nt~:l.ti.on tha t n SIP rcvl~· Lon ~e subl!li t teu fo~ d eterminations 
under the sec:tion , nl:.:hou~h no de ten d.natic·.; :1a-.>e been subrnittccl to 
date . f.PA furthP.r believes that a reinor ~o .. rrr~~ C:ct:.~rmination t:ould 
cause problems ~~~ith enforcc .:1bili t y if :10 t s-:):~ cifk-.J.lly aDproved as part 
of a future SIP r e•Jision. 'Jhe only emission lir:litation that '!':PA could 
apply to a source of fu~itive Cl:lissions 'vd th a r:li.'!lt.:> r s ource deterl"'.inntion 
vhich had not: ye t been a pprov-ed ao p,qrt of the SI'P would be the p rohibition 
of any fugitive eMissions . 

It should he noted that tho requir~Nent t o submt a SIP revision i!l not 
meant to linit D~R ' s Jiscr e tion in U??lyi~~ the DQ~ro?riate sections. 
DEn. con rna~~e whntevcr de t er:n.inations it feels np-:?~·:::r::>riate , with J:PA 
revie~T aa nr ovided for in Section 110 o f t ile Cl t'n;t .'..ir Act ~1herever there ia a potential to affect tn2 air quality ucno:1s tr.n tion or control 
strategy. 

Further c omments -=-~ceived frot'l U. S. Steel col'!lpr iS1! the aecond subject 
a r ea , i. e . the technologica l aspects of the prop;;:;ed r ep,ul3 tions . The 
'P~:m ~yl v."l~ia J~""> :tr tt:'t"'~ t of E:--vt r0nm~ntal ~P.~ources Te !Jponded to tl. S . 
S t eel's com."Uents in a docut"l~nt .:>nti tlcd · · D~l'Hlrttlent: 7>.:;a oonses to Questions 
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,ductions a r e usuall y achieve~ by following a conp lex sequence of steps 

to prepare an oven for a charge of cNll {"otage charging ' ) . Thus operating 

and 1!\S.intenance (O&H) practices at a given coke battery can have a 

si~ificant effect on the l evel of char £inr, emissions. 111e s ame can 

a l;o be said of the level of eoiusions from topside s and door s . Observations 

made ·at well-controlled batteries cmployin~ th~ correct 0&~ practices 

s how that the proposed Penns ylvania s~andards are achievable . A reasonable 

extr apolation fro:-:t this set of data can be made; na::uely , that the standards 

can be achieved consistently . EPA staff feel t hat data obtained f r om 

batteries that are not vTell-controlled a!:ould not be included in the 

standard-setting process, as the sta!'"ldards should e~coura~e inproved and 

consistent perforMance. This is particularly important since si~1ificant 

emissions can result if proper 0&'!'! practices are not follmved . EPA 

observations at coke batteries, carried out after the data base for the 

Pennsylvania rer.ula.tions w-as develo:> ?.d, have fu~t'hcr confirmed that 

these r egulations can be achieved uning currently available t echnology. 

' 

B. The proposed HES!L'\PS stauunrds referred to by TJ.S . Steel 

(an official proposal of U1e gtandards has not, in fact , been made -

they are still ln draft form) did et:1p loy nt.:1tistica.l adjustments for the 

charging standard . The b:.1sis for the s e adjustments is that the duration 

of visible ~Rissions from well-controlled charging a-r>oarently follows a 

log-normal frequency distribution. l.-Tith this t~T?e ot distribution , 

s t nndard statistical procedureG can be applied to adjust an allowable 

emission limit based on the duration of vig{ble emissions to the ··99 7. 

confidence l evel. ' ' This means that, if a single set of obsarvntions is 

taken vlitere the dura tion of vis i ble emissions ezceeds th~ allo"t.;able , one 

can be 99% confident that t he battery ~/here the observations were taken 

i s in fact out of co~pliance . 

EPA staff feels that in the co!'"ltext of the SIP development process , the 

statistical adjustments are not necessarily appropr1ate . The adjustments 

were made , in the draft !IESii..APS standarrls , to d3ta that was collected at 

a single battery that shm;ed the best c!1ar r.ing performa:1.ce of the four 

batteries cons i der cJ for t hose standard5 . ~f ter ~aking the adjustments , 

t he sug~ested standard i s still more stringent than the Pennsylvania 

s tandard . U.S. Stee l recot:anends thv. t the adjustments be applied t o a 

data base taken over a lar~c nm':lber of batteries fCI;: a lons; p~riod of 

time . This \-lould r esult ln a standard more lenient than the Pnnnsylvania 

standard . EPA staff feels that a standar d set in the way, that U. S. 

Steel r ecommands would be a diDincentive to i~roved and consistent 

perforr.l<lnce, tha t such a standard has the potential to allow unacceptably 

hi gh levels of emissions (by allo~Tinp, char~ing er.>issions at uell- controlled 

batteries to increase to a level set by also considering batteries t hat 
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a r e not as ,.,ell control lee!), a nd t hat the Pcmnsylvaoia char~inr, standard i s a reasonable one based on the data a vailabl e to the ~[R and on data gathered s i :tce the time the. 3 t ar.d:lrd •·73S set. As t:o tops ide emissions . a prit:u ry t echni que to r educe t~e nt!~!her of leaks is to apply a lutin~ material to t!tc leaks ( t~te rcby sealin~ them) . ':":1e nlw.ber of leaks i s t hus · i nverse ly proportional to the effort applied to l utinr, , \·rhich in turn c an be increas~d hy .::t;lplyin~ s.uditional 1:l3!l?O""er as necessary. Be c a u se of this r e l ati•Jaly si::mle. cont rol technique . the nu~ber of topside l eaks does not dis?lay the statistical c~aracteristics that chargin~ emiss i ons seem t o display . n~nce it i s even mor e inappropr iate to appl y t he s t atistica l adju!;tmcnt~ to topsides c::lissi ons than it is to apply t hem to c har ging e r:lission3 . · 

C • . The standards should r e f lect the co-rrect oroce<lur es th:\t ~-rill r esult 1:1 t he l a:Is t c1.1issions . Ch<lr.:ji!l '~ data f0r i~ . s . S t ee l - Fairfil;!ld \olork :. for th~ ?Criod ~.:ovcr!~er 30 - :h.!cQ:·Iber 1 , 1'?7G wer e not i ncluded i n standar ds dev clo?ment b~c.:1usc the dntA did not r ·:;flect the eni!>sions that r esult \.;!'len tho operational criteria for star,e charg ing are me t . 
3. Ha.nhrare required 

I ssue : Coke battery ~-Taste h 2ll t st.'lcks (co~:bustion stacks) canno t mee.t t he visible emissions 1.·e?;ulntion e ven •.Jhi'l e meeting the mas s emission ( Rrain loadin~) 1inttation9. Acl\1 nvin~ co~pliancc with the visible cnis$ions re~ulations ~rould rer,uirc ' the i nstallation of major hanhrare (ESP ' s) Hhich ~ both cxpen!live .m ·J difficult to r etrofit. In addition, f.?A ha s " uncoupled" the "'eight a·,;..i visibl~ eMissions stand.<~rde in i ts o;ro re~ul.atiOP..3 . 

Response : Par ticulate C!!lisr,ions fro!l •.ms t e heat stacks originate fro '-1 t he burnin~ o f fuel in the undcrfirc syste"! and also fror. the cok ing process t hroup.:h lc~l:~ in the oven ualls. .\s such the t:aste heat stack c!'li ssions are intermittent and can fluc t uate p,reatly over tine . Because of this, it i s very 1~1portur.t to hnve e:1 iP..de11cndently enfor ceable regul ation controllinr. vi!;ibl0. emissions fron v.aste heat nt~c!:s . This regul ation allows Measures to be t 1ken to correct 3n ai r ?Ollution prob l en that is !!k"l:lifest:.;d by hig~ vi::dble enissions ,.nthout [;O i:lg t o the delay i nv o l ved in !'erforoinr; :n ~tack tes t. 
Data that EPA h as available show that it nny be poss:1.bl c ~or a coke battery Haste h~at stack to achieve a co:T>lyin~ tna.ss er.1ission ra t e whi le c:o:cecding the Pennsvlva"lia visibl e cnicnioc lin:!.t3tion . Ji::?.' s approa c h to situations like this (Hher~ a sou-rce cot'!plics ·.1ith the w.as s ei:lission limit but not with t he v isible amiss ion.n lit'lit) has been to enforce the mass n.nd vi:-:ib l~ ~nisc;ions li!"it3 5""' - :t~:tt(!l~t, J'.l~ :ll<;o to t!" t3 at c::~ch Bl)urce on a caso- by-casf.! h.'1si.3 t.;hcn tllc '!:'e :!?':)C:trs to be a r~:Json t o 
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alt·)r tl1i:; ap'!)r oach. E'PA' s :~cw So~rc~ Perfor mance Standards C!SPS), ~vl •:!.::h · i . S . S t ee l is apparently referrin~ to , do provide a mechnnis!!l by w_.:•.:. n '"l !;ource can petition t he Ad;;Jinistrator for ~ relaxation o f an ar.·,~:.c_'\i•1.c . vis i b l e er.dssior.g li:nita.tion when t he a-c~licablc nass erdssion l ;i···:. t: :t: being net; however , the l'!lec!1anis::!\ onl)~ ap;)lics to '7SPS-affected fac~.U ti:::o . Coke batteries nrc not subjec t to ':SPS . nue to the i mportance o f ;· ~?arately-cnforceable r egula t ion fo r coke batter y waste heat s t H:·:~'. EPA staff does not fec;l t hat it is necessary to ask DER to alter t '1 !. • ·•· · ·egulations to pr ovide a. similar mechaniSrJ . 

' . Honitoring urovisions 

Issue : ~{oni torinR s hould be r equired on a once- per-t.Jeek basis (instead of once daily) fo r charginp, ope rations, and for deter~ining the e}~tent of cmi sGions fran doors ;md torHddcs . !. lo~w-terl!l avern?.e of ten weeks ' rlata s houl J ~e used t o detcn::inc c m:rplia1c8 -:.,:i, th the s tna .:!ar ds . Opacity r,rea t e r t han 20:-< 3hould be recorded for c h::1rging and to?s i rlc emissions, rathe r t han any vi::;ibl c e:;d.ssions , t.D cli :.li:-1ate the· incl~s:!.on of "cig~r@. tte-puff' ' , i. e . very sMall leaks i n <EtermininP, co: 1plianc~ . U. S . Steel has a lar ge data base ~vhich is based on readings gre<J. t e r than 20Z opacity. 

Rcsnonse : A requirem~nt t hat 10 weeks ~muld be neccns:.lry t o dete r mi ne col!l?liance places an unrea listic burdm on ~ER . Sig!!ificant emissior1.s c art r esult if proper 0&~ pr nctices an· no t f ollowed . The EPA staff f eels t hat the daily r..onitorinr; rcquircm~t :->rovides an 1J'1?ortant ince ntive to ensure t hat emiss ions con::.istcntl~t fal l -withi~l the :tlloHaole limits . !tending a perc!!nt o-paci t y on the to;> o::f a coke battery -r;.;herc the obse rver cannot ah1:1ys control t1lC varinbleJ (backr,rouncl color, position of sun . etc . ) require d for a valid oparity readin~ is difficult . A standar d bas ed on r eaciin::; any visible cnissio.w avoids t he potential probl ems with r c. :.ng opacity on top of a coke lnttery. Furthermore, the ne~ Pennsylv:m:!.a regulation!l were based on ilita t aken as ··.:my visible emssion!t . 

5 . Control !) f Pushing :::!:tis sions 

.!_ssuer:: ~ushinr, contro l s are hieh co~. lm-1 benefit, ener m i n t ens i ve ; the -:1: o::..:~ s:l \-TCi?.ht r ate should he deihted and a st<!n(lard adopted based o n c~1:1city , i. c. 30 s e conds above :Jo :; a lloved for five consecut i ve pushe:'l: "essentially the standard i~ affect a't Clai.rton' · ; othe r states are not requirinc p~shinc control . 

Resoon!lcs : EPA s t a ff believer; that pu-5-h.ing emiss i ons a r e si~ificant and must he enclosed, as no cok-G ovu•. onerator has sho~"Tl 
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t h;:: t ;>'1 , ::,inz emissions can be consistently kept to an acceptably lou l c:'i~ l ·.rJ.thout enclo::ure (see a l s o r~spons~ to 1, ab-ove). This belief is 
b -=·· .. ·l OP studies t'l1:n have indicaterl that unco.:trollcd pushin~ emssions 
a .-.'.;·.·nt ~o r a significant portion of the total 'lncontrolled emiss i ons f t">! a c •Jl~e battery . The stanrl.:l r d in effect at Clai rton is , in fact , an !_~~ :::r~ ·2 s tandar d in .:l prop,ram dcsiBned to cv :?nt1!ally ?rovide fo r enclosed 
p ·_; · . . . Very few states have actu:tlly adoot~d coice b a ttery- spec:f.fic r .::· ; !. ~ ions. Of the one s t hat have n ' t, many ha7e general visible or f ,; · 1 ~ emission limi t s Rtrin~ent cnou~h to re~uire enclosed pu shing. o~c :1 tatcs that have adopted coke batter.y-s~~-cific regulations , Cal~:.v::-nia nnd Illinois do r equire enclosed pus:M.ng . . , 

6 . Control of Charc~ing E:,1is:::ions 

Issues: 

A. Enissions gr eater th:1n 20% should !f! recorded instead of any visible emission . 

B. The Pennsylvan1.a standar d i$ not c.msis t ently achievable . 
C. In the "c!cfinition<>" St~ction (§121.1:) , delete open chuck door s from the definition of open charging emis~ons : 

D. -Physical limitations on some bcitterfe s l end to non- uniform 
per f o r oanc-e at diffe r en t batteries u sing the sa~ control cquipr.lent and 
techniques . 

Res~onses : 

A&B . 'T'hese issues are discu~sed in 4 ~nd 2 , above. 
C. Ope-:< cf\uck doors can be a. sir;ni ficatC: source of eMissions that are also r c !.:l tiv c ly easy to control, b y l'!.."lit (:aininr. proper asoirntion 

of the oven or b•r i.nst~llin~ sr:1oke boo ts . Dl~R h l.t t hat the control of 
emissions from o ·):m c huck t!oors could be accon:pl i53hed by including the er.d.ssi ons in the c'"lar~ing standard. 

D. An to the variability among batter:i.:Is employin~ the sa1"te control t e chniquC:.3 , rl'A staff feels that t he Pc.ms-ylvania. choxgin~ standard allows enou~h lee·..;ay for t h<lt v 11rj abil:i:!v ~-thile 3till requiring 
at!equate charging eai s sion control. Proj>~rly exre.uted ~tage char5;ing should r esult i:-1 e;:dssions very c.!. o ne to z~ro, Ol n o nora th:'ln j llS t a 
few seconds pe r c har ge . The Pennsylvania standru.d , 75 seconds of visible 
e :;Ji:1si o:15 ::llc;.m rl pt' r '• con!'lecutivc ch:n:;:cs , ~ce1 : :..; ts .:or .:1 n .:1bcrrant: char r.c c v .:.! ry four ch:tr;:~:s . 
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B. Issue : Section 127 . 41 (coke batteries ~ust shut down o r ob t ain a 
d efe r red co~pliance s c hedule if they c annot cooply) s houl d be del eted . Re s ponse: Ho bas is for t h i s reques t ,.,a s given, other than t he 
s ect1o; is ::unr eali stic' ' . !:P!\ staff believes t hat :-'~R i s no t bei n g 
unrealisti c by i ncludi ng t hi s r equirement . 

C. I ssue : The co~pliance date fo r an order unde r sect ion 127 .42 
s hould no t be Dece!:!lbcr 31, 1979 ; r a t her , it should b e 30 months from t h e 
date t hat an order i s issued . 

R~snonse: r:P.t\.. staff believes t hat t he nec cmber 31 , 1979 dead l ine i s 
j ustifiable i n li~!1t of the fac t t hat co='l:>liance Hit h t he f ormer Pennsyl v an i a 
r er;ul a t ions ~m~tl'! h'lve required esse nti.:t llv the sa:-te t:.mes of contro l s 
t ha t t he n~w resulations require . T~1ere has bee'l adequ.:tte t :lir.e s i nce 
t h e oriz,i nal Pennsylva nia SIP l·TaS apr>r ove>d to install t~ese controls . 
The latest e f fect i ve date of any of t he new DER regula tion s uas D~cet:tber 
31 , 1977 . Thus EPA s t af f fee l s that ther e has been adequate time t o 
p r epar e f o r t he fur ther adjustl:lents r equired by t !le ne\v regulations , to 
meet t he Dec ember 31 , 1979 deadline . 

D. I s sues : Sections 127 . 44 , 127. 45, 127 . 46, and ·12 7 . 4 7 shoul d be 
d e l eted . 

Response : no basis ~TaS -:>rovi ded wha t S"><:!·.rer fo r t he r e quest . These 
s e c t i ons p r ov i de an opportunity for the p!. 1l i c t o com;·ncnt on a p roposed 
delay ed co~pliance s chedule , and shoul d b~ re tained. 

E. _I s sue : The uor d s "ad<.>qua t c l y de.':lonstr a t ed" should be a dded to 
t h e con t r ol t e c hnology requirerr.~nt for neu coke batte r ies . 

Resoonse : The sec t ion o f t he Pennsylvania re~ulations deal ine ~vith 
t he construction of netl coke batteries i s not ;;eing c onsi dered i n this 
SIP r evis i on . 

F. I s sue : U. S. S t eel ' s ClairLon Coke ba tteries should be adde d to 
t he l i st of existin~ bat teries . 

Resno ns e : The Clairt on ba t ter i e s a r c l ocaced in ;\ll~~heny r.oun t y . 
The County ' s J1ealth Depa r t m<?nt has r cgalati ons ?cvcrniu~ coke b.:ttter y 
e mi ss i ons ,.,.hi ch arc a par t of th~ f cder ally- aiY.}' r ove d SI P . The c urrent 
SIP rev ision docs no t propose to chan~e the :ill:~,i~eny County Health 
Dcp~rtment r ules and r egu lations , hence Clairtnn s hould no t be i ncl uded 
i n the lis t of ~~istin~ coke ~l3nts . 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES 
·1 h..: St:t:rt:lary POST OF"F"ICE: SOX 1467 

..... 

Mr. Jack J . Schramm 
Regiona'l Ad:nin·istratm· 

HARRISBURG, PENNSYLVANIA 171 ~0 

u.s . Environmental Protection Agency 
Region III 
6th and Walnut Street~ 

· Phiiadeiphia, Pennsylvania 19106 

Dear ~1r . s·chramm: 

This is to officially reque~t EPA approval of the recent modificati ons 
to Pennsylvan ia 1 s Air Resources Regulations , related to particulate emissions 
from c~ke oven batteries, for incorporation as revision to the State Imple
mentation Plan (SIP) for Pennsylvania . The purpose of these revisior.s is to 
establish a program for more effectively regulating particulate air contaminar1t 
discharges from coke ovens. The sections of Pennsylvania 1 s regulations 
affected by the modifications are as fo llows: (§§121 . 1, 123. 1, 123.13, 123.44 , 
127. 41 , 127.42 , 127.43, 127.44, 127.45, 127 . 46 , 127 .47, 127.48, 127 . 49 , 127.50 , 
127.51, 127.52 , 129.15 , 129.16, 139.51, 139. 52, 139.53, and 139. 61). 

It should be noted that these regulations are not envisioned as the 
total revision package for any nonattainment area. Area specific plans will ~e 
submitted at a later date for nonattainment areas as required by the 1977 Clean 
Air Act Amendments. 

I have enclosed seven (7) copies of the specific regulatory reV1Slons 
as Appendix I and seven (7) copies of the analysis of the stringency of the 
proposed SIP revisions as Appendix II. One (1) copy of the pertinent supporting 
material is enclosed as Appendix III. This includes the enti re record 
(exhibits, correspondence , and testimony) before the Environmental Quality 
Board (EQB) prior to i·ts promulgation of the new regulations. An index of these 
documents has been compiled for your reference. You should be aware that several 

.. photographic exhibits were included as part of the EQB record (Appendix E, E-1-
E-5). Two of these exhibits were still photographs, xerox copies of which are 
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... J t.J - G 1Q 7-:') 

.. . t ... · • ·• ....... -



... 

Mr. Jack J. Schramm -2- June 30, 1978 

included , and a third exhibit was a copy of EPA 1 s fil m of the U.S. Steel 
Fairfield coke oven operation, to which I presume you have access. The other 
two exhibits , film of Bethlehem Steel Corporation's Franklin Batteries a~d 
U.S. Steel Corporation ' s Clairton coke works, have not been included in the 
Department •s submission , as extra copies of the films are not available. I 
suggest that you have the appropriate staff personnel contact Mr. James K. 
Hambright to arrange a viewing of these films . We hereby request that these 
revisions herein noted and supporting material be approved as amendments to the 
Pennsylvania SIP. 

As indicated by portions of Appendix I , additional modifi cations not · 
rel ated to coke ovens were made to Pennsylvania ' s Air Resources Regulat ions. 
Official submission of these changes to be incorporated as part of the SIP will 
follm·1 shortly. 

Appropriate public hearings on the proposed amendments ~~ere duly 
advertised and held on Tuesday, Apri l 5, 1977, at 10 a.m. , Norristown Regional 
Office, Second Floor Conference Room , 1875 New Hope Street , Norristown , 
Pennsylvania ; Thursday, April 7, 1977 , at 10 a.m. , Pittsburgh State Office 
Building , Room 1609, 300 Liberty Avenue , Pittsburgh , Pennsylvania; and 
Tuesday , April 12 , 1977 , at 10 a.m., Fulton Bank Building , Second Floor Con
ference Room, Third and Locust Streets , Harrisburg , Pennsylvania. Additicnal 
information regarding the hearings is contained on page 2251 of the Pennsyl vania 
Bullet in, Vo l . 7, No. 33 (Appendix I). The subject heari ngs were held i n. 
accordance with 40 CFR Part 51, §51.5. 

If you have any questions concerning this submission , please contact 
Mr. James K. Hambright , Director , Bureau of Air Quality Control , Post Office 
Box 2063 , Harrisburg , Pennsylvania 17120. 

Enclosures 
Appendix I 
Appendix II 

. Appendix II I 
, . 
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.<\ppendix .:\ : Testimony 

Doet.nilcn ts i: 

l\-1 Tr<tnscript o f Public i· !cnrin~ , ;\nri1 S, 1077, :-~orri stohn, 
Pcnnsy1v<:1r.i.1 

A-2 Trar.scrirt of Public f!cflring, .-\priJ 7 , 1077 , Pittshur~h , 
Pcnnsy 1 \·ania 

A-"!> Transc;j pt of Publ ic l [carin~, .'\nril 1~ •. F'77 , llarrishm·.c-: , 
Pennsylvania 

*Al rcadv in the Possess ion of the rnP. rrior to the Jleno. rtme::;: Is • lu1 \' 12 I 
1977 suhJ:lit;:o.l. 



!'by 2 , ] 977 

~by s , 1977 

~1ay 6, 1977 

,\ - 4 'II ;;T1 ~!l1i,!Y ~ ; ;; ".' : l'i 'lTil ~: 'I~SI J'l !1:\'i' 
10 rl'l~Lf( IlL ,;: p ,r :': 

1,· ill i:1111 E. Sc lt11l t :>. 
Jaindl ' s TurkC:' r:mn 

Ron:1ld J . C:hl ehos U 
Alleghcr.y Cow1ty l!ca) th r.cp:1:-:::1ent 

Daniel ~~l . f ktnn:-tn 
llni ted Stcch:orJ.:ers of !\ll~c ric :t 

StU<.ly or~ eflccts of co1~e O\'C'n 0-ni ss j()ns on 
the health of employees in coke n1.1nts 

rost-l!c:tdnf!. ~rief or t'rd (('l . C: u ·c:h:or l:ers of 
J\merj C:1 on St?.nd;wcl for Col~e (h:en rrnissic:ns 
(6/16/76) 

rositjon o7 lJniteLl Steell·:od·crs or :\meric:-: OJ'. P; onosed 
Coke Oven Re~s (0/30f';'S) 

Rcnrint from r:cdcr:tl Ret:! ister !w !fr~itect Stec h:or~~c>rs 
o( .!IJ:1cricn (1!1/2~;:-r,) r:1rt TTI : ~"~en t . o! l.:1bor 
Occ . Saf'cty nne! l!c:1lt!1 ,.\rl.;: j n ist~·atjon, r.~:1:1l 0cc . 
Safety and 1-!e:tlth .Stetnda-:-d for r.:-.."Tlosun::~ to C':okc <"\'en 
Fmissions 

~lay 10 , 1077 Robert J . :!iddlcton 
Pe1msylvania i\.~~re?,ates :\sseci.:.tion . 

~lay 10, 1977 Jon ~!. :'\nderson 
i\oppers 

~·by 11, 1977 f= . L. Lindsnv 
\\11celing - Pittshur~!i Stee1 Con . 

~fay 12, 1977 Rober t/\ . C:bncv 
Alan l\'oocl Steel C:omn:tny 

i'-iay 12 , 1977 David ~I. Anderson 
Bethlehem Steel Corpor~tion 

~lay 12, 1977 R. JA,·orck 
U. S. Stce1 

~·by 13, 1977 Cordon ~1. Rapier 
li . S . Enviroruncntnl Protectj on /\Qcncy 
Region II I 

~~y 13, 1977 W~ Wilson 
J & L Steel 

Ranr.e of Total ~nissions for Sets oF S Con
secutive Chorges, Tohlcs I- TV 
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n-" con t J.:1ucu 

H<.!y 13, 1977 

~fay 1S , J 977 

Aliquippa l\'orks , Coke Oven Sea 1 in~ 

:\j :, J..:mti or \\.';t!:cr : The 11ilcnu:l:J or r.n~e ~"'l:mt~ \·:as tC'.·.'J. tC! nj S!'OS:ll fw !:0hcr1' 1:: , 1~Ul] ,11) :m<i 
Froncjs Clo.y ''c':icho.cl, Fnvironrncnr;J1 Studies I:1stitutc , Camc~ic -~ !cllon lfnjvcrsi tv 

R.1>111ond K. De!ll·:orth, .Jr . 
PhiladcJ.p:1ia l.ol~c r.o . , Inc . 

TliomJ.s r. . ~tc(1oskcv 
Ci tizcns .'\dvison· CoL:ncil 
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Comonweal th of Pennsy 1 vania 

SIP Revision - Coke Oven Regulations 

APPENDDC II - DEM:NSTRATICtl CF AIR QUALITY IMPACI' 



STI' REVISICN REQUEST 

for 

Pennsylvania Coke Oven Regu1ations 

The Cepartrre.1'1t of Environrrental Resources of the Ccrmorn-,.-eaJ.th of Pennsylvania 

hereby sul::mits as a revision of the federally-approved Sn> the arrendzrents to 

25 Pa. Code Chapters 121, 123, 127, 129, 139 adopted by tr.e Environrre.ntal Quality 

Board on July 26, 1977. 1 These arrendrrents effect a Cepartrrent objective expressed 

during the for:mulation of the Conrroi1'Wealth 1 s regulatory SIP in 1971- 72
2
-narrely, 

the developrent of regulations specifically addressing the particulate air con-

taminant emissions fran by- product coke ovens. Prior to these arrendrrents, the 

Cepa.rt:::rre..l'lt 1 s regulatory approach for controlling fugitive particulate emissions 

fran coke ovens
3 

was directed toward the application of an opacity- based standard. 

The new arnendrre..t'lts to the regulations are designed i<'1 the sarre fashion as 

the Cepartrrent' s earlier regulatory approach in that, with the exception of the 

pushing process, allowable emissions fran coke ovens are expressed in te.rrns of 

visible emissions. 

These new regulations differ significantly fran the fonrer requirE!r!'E1ts, hc:Ni-

ever, in that the new regulations establish firm standards to be achieved for 

individual p:>ints of emiSsion fran the coke oven batte...ry . As a result, the new 

1. The ccrnplete text of these arrendrrents is attached in Appendix I. 

2. See "Public Hearings on Pro'p:)sed State L1;>lerrentation Plan" (1/17/72) p . 167-
168 (Staterents of Victor SUssman, Director, Bureau of Air Quality & Noise 
Control) . Transcripts of the public hearings held on the proJ?Osed. SIP were 
proviCed EPA as part of the docurrentation sul::mitted by t."le Cepartrnent in 
supFQrt of the Sill. 

3. Emissions fran coke oven bc.tteJ::y canbustion stacks a...--e not fugitive in r.ature 
and are subject to the provisions of 25 Pa. Code §§123.13 , 123 . 41. These 
provi_.sicns, as applied to canbustion stacks are not affected by the rece.l'lt 
artE.,l'lCrrents. 



.. 

regulations are rrore stringent than the fomer requirements . On a mass emission 

basis, they allow approx:irnately one-third of the emissions all~ under the 

Corrronwealth ' s emissions control strategy fOI::rrerly approved by the P-.d:min.istrator 

of the Envil:onrrental Protection Agency. In addition, the nBN regulations al."e 

rrore eas.ily administered and enforceable than the foJ::Iter requirerre."lts. 

'lbe new regulations ~MJuld require the installation of best availabl e control 

technology (BACT) for pushing emissions, as well as BAcr for doors and topsides. 
4 

'lbey therefore require a rrore stringent degree of reduction of emissions fran 

existing sources in nonat'"....ainrrent areas than required by Section 172 of the Clean 

ALr Act , as am:nded (42 USC §7502). 5 'Ibese regulations should be considered by 

EPA as the first step in the mandatory upgrading required by this section. Area 

s;:eci.fic plans for nonatt.a.inrrent areas will be sul::mitted at a later date as 

required by the Federal Act. 

The ~partrnent ' s sul::mission in supp::>rt of EPA approval of these crrendrrents 

follows , sul:xlivided into three sections which: a) outline the fonrer regulatory 

approach; b) dern:::m.strate that the new regulations are rrore stringent than 

the foiJTEr regulatory approach; and c) discuss the greater enforceability of 

the new regulations. 

4. See, EPA Men:J fran Stanley W. L:gro, "Guidance on Levels of Controls for New 
By-Prcxiuct Coke J3atteries Locating in Arc..AS Exceeding the NAAQS", January 5, 
1977. ' 

5. Pursuant to Section 172, revisions to State :rzr;,lem:mtation Plans for any non
atta.i.nrrent area should provide for "such reduction in emissions fran existing 
sources in the area as rray be obtained through the adoption, at a· mininn.:nn, 
of re>-.asol"'..a.blv av--oil.able control L""Chnology." (Eirphasis added) . 
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A.l ~.pplicable Regulatory Standards 

Under the prior regulations, the follcwing emission limitations were appli-
cable to fugitive air contaminants fran by- prcduct coke oven operations: 

FUGITIVE EMISSIONS 

§123 . 1. Prohi.l:::ii tion of certain fugitive emissions. 

(a) No person shall cause, suffer, or pennit the emission into the outdoor atrcosphere of any fugitive air contaminant fran any source except fran: 
(1) Construction or derrolition of buildings 

or structures. 
(2) Grading 1 paving and maintenance of roads and streets. 
( 3) Use of roads and streets . Dnissions fran material in or on trucks, railroad cars and other vehicular equipre.!1t shall not be considered as emissions fran use of roads and streets. 
(4) Clearing of land. 
(5 ) Tilling or applying arrendm:nts to the soil, preparing OJVe.r crops for incozt:oration into the soil and harvesting I while fanning . 
(6) Stockpiling of materials. 
(7 ) Open bw:ning operations . 
(8) Blasting in open pit mines. Eini.ssions fran drilling shall not be considered as emissions fran blasting. 
(9) other sources and classes of sources determined by the Cepart:rrent to be of minor significance with respect to the achievem:nt and Imintenance of ambient air quality standards or with respect to causing air p:>llution. 

* * * 
§123 . 2 . Fugitive particulate matter. 

No person shall cause, suffer or pennit fugitive particulate matter to be emitted into the outdoor atrrosphere fran any source or sources specified in items (1) through (9) of §123 . 1 (a) of this Title (relating to prohibition of certain emissions) if such emissions are: 
(1) either visible, at any t.im:, at the p:>int such emissions pass outside the person 1 s property, i-rrespective of the _concentration of par-._.iculate matter in such emissions; dr 
(2) not visible at the t:aint such emissions pass outside tb.e person' s property ar.d the average concentration , a.l::ove background, of three samples, of such emissions at any E=Oint outside the person 1 s prope..rty , exceeds 150 particles per cubic centirreter. 
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VISIBLE EMISSICNS 

§123 . 41 . Limitations . 

No person shall cause, suffer or pe.oni t the emission 
into the outdoor atrrosphere of visible air contaminants in 
such a manner that the opacity of the ·emission is: 

(1) equal to or greater than 20% for a period 
or periods aggregating rrore than 3 minutes in any one 
hour; or 

(2) equal to or greater than 60% at any ti.rre . 

§123 . 42. Exceptions. 

The limitations of §123. 41 of this Title (relating 
to prohibition of ce...rtain fugitive emissions) shall not 
apply to any visible 6Tlission: 

(l j when the pre.sence of una::rnbined water is 
the only reason for failure of the emission to rreet the 
limitations; 

(2) resulting f.:.."'Cffi the· operation of equip
rrent used solely to train and test persons in observing 
the opacity of visible emissions; and 

(3) fran sources specified in itans (1) through 
(9) of §123.l (a) of this Title (relating to peDiri.tted 
fugitive emissions) . 

§123. 43. Measuring techniques . 5 

Visible emissions may be rreasured using : 
(1) any device approved by the Cepartnent and 

maintained to provide accurate opacity rreasurarents; or 
(2) observers, trained and quali£ied to rreasure 

plurce opacity with the naked eye or with the aid of any 
devices approved by the Cepart:Irent. 

As stated in a letter dated March 24, 1977 fran Wi 1 1 i am M. Eichbaum, Ceputy 

Secretary for Enforcerrent and General Counsel, Cepart:rrent of Enviroi"Jirental Re-

sources to Henry R. Ba.liJ<Ov, Qrie£, Legal Branch, u . S . EPA Region III, the 

al::x::7ve regulations are considered by the Cepa.rt:m:nt to be indei;Emdent and separ-

ately enforceable. 

5. Since 1972 the Cepartrrent has used an observation technique scrreNhat similar to, but not identical with, the prcx::edures established by EPA for new sources 
in 40 C.F . R. Part 60, Apj;endix A, Reference Method 9 . For example, the data 
reduction technique in subsection 2 . 5 {i.e . six minute ave...raging) is not used 
by .the Cepartrrent since the standard is expressed in tenns of an a~te of rrore than three mi>"1utes equal to or greater than 20% opacity or an UlStantaneous 
maxirrum or equal to or g1.eater than 60% . 
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The eepartrre.11t is aware that sore Region III staff rrernbers have interpreted 
25 Pa. COde §123 .1 as the only applicable regulation and as requiring the absolute 
prohibition of all by- product coke oven fugitive emissions. Such an interpretation 
is inconsistent with the langugage of the section itself, the emission ·control 

strategies sul:mitted to EPA on January 27, 1972
6

, Jtn1e 6, 1972
7 

and December 14, 
19728 and approved by the Administrator

9
, and the enforcerent actions taken by 

the Depart:rrent against the majority of coke plant operators within its juris-

di 
. 10 ction. 

The Cepart:rrent sul::mits that the record, as developed rrore fully below, derron-
strates that control of fugitive emissions fran by- product coke oven batteries 

based on an opacity standard nade applicable to fugitive emission points on the 
battery has ~.....n the fundamental control strategy a::msistently enployed by the 
Cepa.rt:Irent. Indeed, an air quality deronstration which d.erronstrated that such a 
control strategy was sufficiently stringent to attain and maintain the primary 

6. Original SIP (40 CFR §52 . 2020(b)) 

7 . Allegheny c:runty regulations - Article XVIll ( 40 CFR §52 . 2020 (c) ( 4) ) 

8 . Clairton Consent Agreement revision (40 CFR §52.2020(c) (8)) 

9 . See 40 CFR §52.2020, 52.2023 

10. Cepart:rrent consent orders tM;re entered with: Bethlehem Steel Corporation (2/25/72); Alan ~ Steel Corporation (6/1/72); Interlake (:Koppers) (6/1172); U. S. Steel - Clairton (9/25/72 - Litigation settlem:nt) ; Unilateral Depa.rt:Irent abatem:nt orders tM;re issued to: Crucible Inc. (9/5/73); WheelingPittsburgh Steel Co. (9/5/73) and J &· L Steel Corporation (Aliquippa WJrks) (9/5/73). Litigation against U.S. Steel- Fairless WJ:rks was a::nnenced by equity a::xnplaint in Bucks County Ccrmon Pleas court t-"l'.ay 7, 1973 and is still ongoing. 

- 5-



annual particulate matter standard was sul:mitted to EPA by the Cepartrrent as 

support for the "Clairton Revision" approved by EPA. 11 tl'.aving sufficiently 

dem:mstrated the stringency of this control strategy to t..'1e approval of EPA, the 

Cepart:rrE..TJ.t sul:mits that under the United States Suprerre Court ' s rationale 

expressed in the cases of Union Electric Co. v. EPA, u.s. __ , 44 

U.S. Law ~~ 5060 (1977) ana Train v . NRDC, 421 U. S. 60 (1975), EPA must accept 

such allocation of enission limitations and nay not rlCM att:.Ern!?t to substitute its 

interpretation as to the allocation of emission limitations for that of the 

Co'lmJrn...ealth. Especially is this so when the record clearly evidences the fact 

that EPA, in actions ooth before and after the sul:mission of such deronstration, 

acknowledged this control strategy to be the applicable SIP. 

A. 2 Ceveloprent of Emission Limitations 

A.2.a 1972 SIP submission and its relation to ongoing enfor~ent efforts 

~.ware that coke oven ba.tteries were sources of air pollution which posed 

a threat to the public health fran carc:incqens associated with emissions, the 

Bureau of rli.r Quality and Noise Control initiated a ccrnpliance pro:JLdlll for coke 

ovens in 1970-71 by sending an invitation to all Pennsylvania coke producers 

to participate in a cooperative control effort. 12 Discussions were held with 

representatives fran the ma.jor steel cx:mpanies through:Jut 1971 in effort..S to 

arrive at an acceptable ~liance stanC.a.rd. For the rrost part, t..'1ese efforts 

proved unsuccessful; ~er, consent agreatEnts were ente_red with Bethlehen 

Steel Corporation an February 25, 1972, an9- Alan W::a:1 Steel Corporation an Jtme 1, 

1972. 

ll. See refe--rences, footnotes 8 and 9, SUPra. 'This d.em:Jnstration superseded 
earlier calculai?-ons contained in the original SIP sul:mission (Tables 2 .1, 
2 . 2, "Apf;e..T"Jdix B") which indicated prinary annual particulate matter standards 
v..QU].d be attai..ned assuming either full control or no control of fugitive coke 
oven emissions. Thus, the original SIP derronstrated that control strategies 
for coke oven ba.tteries might be prescribed on a case-by-case basis ranging 
fran full control to no control, as the Camonweal th chose, yet still result 
in neeting rr..e primary annual NAAQS. 

12 . Copies of representative ccr:respondence attached. (See Appendix A- i) 
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The Eethlehern Abaterrent Order 1 

13 Order No. 72- 533 1 recited the I:epartrrent ' s 

factual finding that: 

11 
• •• t.be emissions of air contarni..T1a.Ilts fran the charging 1 coking 

and pushing operations of the by-product coke ovens • .. are 
causing air pollution .. . in that the emissions are in viola
tion of the standards established under 01a.pter 123 of the 
Rules and Regulations of the r:::epart:rrent of Environrrental 
Resources . . . 11 

Paragraph 5 of the Order prescribed c.he final emission standard necessary to 

achieve o:rnpliance with regulations pranulgated in Olapter 123 as follows : 

5. No later than four years after approval by the 
I:epartrrent of t.~e plan sui:mi tted pursuant to paragraph 4 1 

Eethlehem Steel Corporation shall have achieved the 
following perfo!lilailce standard: 

There shall be no visible emission o1±er 
than water mist or vapor in excess of #1 
Ringelrnann or 20% equivalent opacity for 
a p:riod or periods aggregating rrore than 
3 nrinutes of any consecutive 60 minutes 
fran the operation of .:my l:::la.ttery of by
product coke ovens . 11 

Interim standards 1 effective on or be£ore June 30 1 1973, were established which 

limited emissions fran oven doors 1 charging 1 and pushing operations to no greater 

than 20 perce..Tlt opacity for various aggregate ti.rre periods in any hour. The Alan 

W:x:::d. order I 
14 

signed three rronths later 1 contained the sam: final canpliance 

standard as the Bethlehem order and similar interim a:::mpliance standards effective 

on or be.fore J1.me 30, 1973. 

A.s a result of the Clean Air Act Arrendrrents of 1970, the I:epa.rt::m:nt was, at 

the sam: time v.urking to develop the State _Irrp1errentation Plan by January 311 

1972 . Hearings on the proposed regulations which ~e to be incol:"fX)rated in 

the SIP proposal ~ held on Cecanber 1 1 1971 (Philadelphia) 1 I:ecernber 2 

(Han:isburg) 1 ~ 31 4 (Pittsburgh). After receipt of a::mTEnts fran industry 

13. A copy of Order No . 72- 533 is attached. (See Appe.1'1dix A-ii) 

14 . A copy of Order No. 72- 548 1 entered with Alan W:::od 1 is attached. (See 
?..ppendi..x A-iii) 
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and the public at these hearings, additional public hearings TNere held on 

January 14, 17 and 19, 1972 to o:msider the m::xiifications and additions to the 

SIP docurrent as first proJ;:Qsed. 

'Ihe interface between the Cepartrrent 1 s foDlU.llation of its SIP and the 

negotiations with major steel ccmpanies beg\m in 1970 is indicated in the 

supp1errental written testim::my of U.S. Steel, which addressed the inpact of 

the proJ;:Qsed visible emission regulations on roke oven fugitive emissions: 

"In the event that the Board decides not to follow our reccmrendation and retains the opacity st.andards far 
sources not venting through a stack, we nrust object to the stringency of the allotm:nt of only 3 minutes out of every hour for emissions to exceed 20% opacity. 

The difficulty in rreeting the proposerl visible standards for coke oven anissions is reinforced by the recent Battelle Institute reJ;:Qrt ccmnissioned by the Public Health Service which roncluded on Page m 2 - ''Il"le charging and pushing (discharging) of roke ovens is one of the major uncontrollerl sources of air J;:Qllution in an integrated steel works . Practical rrethods for effecti Y5 control of coke plant emissions are not yet in sight. " 

While steel o::rnpany repreSentatives did not, therefore, concentrate their atten-
tion on §123 . 1 as applying a total prohibition upon ali fugitive emissions , the 
public interest cjroups, not having participated in the Cepart.n-ent 1 s a::rnpliance 
negotiations with the steel industry, did. 

At the first round of public hearings in Cecernber, 1971, environrrental 
groups, ItOst notably the Gra.lp Against Srrog and Pollution ( "~.sF" ) criticized 
tt-..e failure to include specific regulations applicable to coke oven fugitive 
emissions in the proposed control strategy. When the proposed regulations, as 

15 . See "SupplerrEI1t¥ Written Stat.eirent of P.ert:ert J . Dun.srrore, Director of Environm::ntal Control, united States Steel CorJ;:Qratian", Cecenl:::er 27, 1971 at page 8; also "Public Hearings on Air Pollution Fegulations- -Deceml::er 3, 1971" p . 112. A copy of Mr. Dun.TtOre's Cecanber 27, 1971 staterent is attached as Appendix A-iv:. 
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revised to reflect ccrnrents received during the Deceml:::er hearings, remained silent 

on this subject GASP witness AlJ:::ert Smith questioned Mr. Victor Sussman, Director 

of the Bureau of Air Quality and Noise ControL during the second round of hearings 

held in January, 1972 as to the reason for the Oepari::Irent 1
S failure either to 

adopt or explain its reasons for not adopting specific regulations for by- product 

coke ovens . 
16 

Mr. Sussman indicated that the Depart:rrent was then in the process 

of developing an emission standard for fugitive emissions fran coke ovens and 

expressly referred to the ongoing negotiations of his aba.t.em:nt and ccmpliance 

staff: 

The question of why did we drop by-product cake 
ovens for not adopting specific regulations for by
prcduct coke ovens. I indicated at the Cecanl:::e.r 
hearing that we believe that coke ovens require a 
special regulation and the Cepari::Irent fully intended 
to develop one. 

W: are right now in the process of reviewing all 
lite...-ratm:e. We have had our Aba.te:rent and Ct::npliance 
Section spend a gcx:x:l deal of ti.rre preparing such stand
ards. ve are now reviewing these standards. They are 
not going to be ready by January 30. We will have 
then available as soon as pJssible after January 30, 
but I think it was pointed up very clearly at the 
Cecanl:::e.r hearings that it is alnost litpossible to 
IJEa.SUre ~._ntages fran pushing and charging operations 
in an objective way as I had indicated and therefore, 
we need a better standard, better regulation that 
might .involve specifi~tions , and that 1 s what we are 
\o.Orking on right now. . 

GASP also criticized the <:amonwealth 1 s control strategy as being overly 

optimistic, alleging, inter alia, that the IBM estirrate of actual fugitive 

emissions of 6033 Tons per year18 failed to include significant sources of fugi-

16. See, "Public Hearings on Revised State Inplern:ntation Plan", January 17, 
1972 at p. 45. '~ 

17. Ibid, p. 168. 

18. Presurnab1 y this figure did not include fugitive emissions fran sources 
identified in 25 Pa. Code §123 . l(a) (1) - (8). 
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tive emissions, rrost particularly coke ovens. smith testified that "fran ooke 

ovens alone we are talking al:out a probable underestirrate of 30, 000 Tons per 

year, compared to a total all<:JVJed figure of 6033 T/year" . 19 GASP argued that 

by failing to provide a specific control strategy for fugitive emissions fran 

<Dee ovens, and by grossly underestinating the resultant total yearly fugitive 

emissions, the Ccrlm::mwea.lth 1 s conclusion that the prina.ry annual particulate 

matter standard would be achieved was sarewha.t questionable. 

"As a result of the suggestion of Ch.ai.J:::nen Elliot that GASP and the D:part-

m:nt rreet for further discussion o:: the ooke oven issues raised by GASP, further 

rreetings were held in Harrisburg. Additional calculations, using GASP 1 s estimate 

of allc:::,.;yed fugitive air contaminants uan by-product coke ovens, refined to 

27,027 tons per year, were nm by the Cepartrrent and incltrled as "Appendix B" 

of the 1972 SIP sul:mission. The results indicated that, even if the Depart:n'Ent 

were l.U'lable to develop a regulatory approach for a::mtrol of ft..'gi ti ve emissions 

fran by-product ooke ovens, the annual prinary NAPJ;lS for particulate natter 

would be achieved. 20 

'Ihe Depart:rrent 1 s a:::rcro::nts at the public hearing, and the subsequent 

calculations done in "Appendix B'' of the 1972 SIP sul:mi.ssion make it clear that 

the D:pa.rt:rrent did not int:P.rpret or intend §123 .1 as an absolute prohibition of 

fugitive emissions fran ooke oven batteries. The first fonml expression of the 

Depart:m:mt 1 s control strategy for fugitive emissions fran coke ovens was con-

tained in the February 25 , 1972 P.ethlehem Steel Corporation 1 s Consent Order and 

19 . "Public Hearings", suora note 16, at p. 52. 

20. Appendix B projects 1975 expected air quality to be 76 ug/m3 for the cc:rnpJs.ite 
air basi_rl used. Cepsite the fact that the prinary standard is 75 ugjm3, it is 
the Departrre.."'lt' s understanding that EPA p::>licy at the t.i.m= ccnsidered a level 
of 76 to l::e effective compliance. 
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reaffi..med in the Alan t~ order dated June l, 1972. Perhaps rrore irc;::ortant, 
for purposes of dem::mstrating that EPA ackncwledged and approved this a:mt.rol 
strategy, are the sutmissions to EPA of Allegheny County 1 s Article XVIII -which 
established emission limitations for the control of air contaminant soUrces in 
Allegheny County- and the Clairton Consent D:cree. Consideration of each sub
mission illustrates that both the I:::epa.rt::m:nt and EPA viewed the control of 
fugitive emissions fran coke ovens as based on canpliance with an opacity 
standard. 

A. 2. b Sul:mission of Allegheny County regu1ations 

On June 6, 1972, five days after the Alan W::x:x:1 order was signed, Goven1or 
Shapp tran.smi tted to EPA Article XVIII of Allegheny County 1 s Air Pollution Control 
Regulations. The provisions of Article XVIII were intended to provide the regu
lation of sources in the county and were approved by EPA as part of the Pennsylvania 
SIP . 21 

Article XVIII o::>ntained provisions regul.ating roth fugitive emissions and 
visible emissions f ran sources, in _language substantially similar to that a:m
tained in §§123 . 1 and 123.41 of the I:::epa.rt:rre.nt 1 s Regulations. 22 

Article XVIII, 

21. See 40 C.P.R. §52.2020(c) (4) , 52.2023. 

22. Section 1809 .1, regarding allowable visible euissians reads in part as follows: 
. 1 Visible Air Contaminants 

A. No person shall cause, suffer, or allow the emission into the open air of visible air contaminants in such a manner that the opacity of the emission is: 
(1) Equal to or greater than No. 1 on the Ringelroann Scale or an equivalent opacity for a period or periods aggregating rrore than three (3) minutes in any one (1) hour, or (2) Equal to or greater than No. 3 on the Ringelmann Scale or an '~valent opacity at any tirre. B. The standards of Subsection . lA. shall not apply to any visible air contaminants when: 
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however, provided separate standards applicable to roke oven battery emissions . 

SUbsection 1809. 7 of Article XVIII established restrictions on the emissions 

f:ran the charging, pushing, or roking and quenching processes. The provisions 

of Section 1809.7 are as follavs : 

(continued) 
22. (1) The presence of unccmbined water is the only reason 

for failure of the emission to meet the visible air rontaminants 
standards, or 

(2) Visible emissions result fran a blast furnace slip, as 
provided in Section 1810.5, or 

(3) Visible emissions result solely fran the operation of 
a coke oven or battery of coke ovens as provided in Section 
1809 . 7 1 or · 

(4) Visible e:nissions result solely fran fu;itive anissions 
excepted fran the provisions of Section 1809. 2 I or 

( 5) Visible emissions result fran the operation of an 
incinerator I as provided in Section 1809 . 5, or 

(6) Visible emissions result from the cold start of fuel
bunring or canbustion equiprent and when notice has been given 
as provided in Section 1816 .. .. 

Section 1809 . 2, regarding fugitive emissions reads in pertinent part as 
follows: 

• 2 , Fugitive Emissions 
A. No person shall cause, suffer, or allOW' the emission into the 

q:en a i ~ of any fugitive air contaminant fran any source except fran: 
(1) Construction or derrolition of buildings or structures 
( 2) Grading, paving I and niai.ntena.nce of roads and streets 
(3) Use of roads and streets. Emissions fran material .in 

or on trucks, railroad cars, and other vehicular equiprent shall 
not be considered as emissions frcm use of roads and streets . 

( 4) Clearing of land 
(5) Till.i.ng or applying am:ndm=nts to the soil, preparing 

aJVer c:rops for incorporation into the soil and harvesting, while 
fa:cni.ng 

(6) Stockpiling of materials 
(7) Blasting in open pit mines . Emissions fran drilling 

shall not be considered as enissions from blasting. 
(8) Sources for which specific e:nission standards or 

standards of r:erfOlJllailce are set forth in this Article 
( 9) Other sources and classes of sources dete:onined by the 

Director to be of minor significance wi 1!.h respect to causing air 
p:>llution .... 
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1809.7 Coke OVens 

A. No person shall cause, suffer, or allow the emission into the open air of visible air contaminants fran the pushing and charging of a battery of a::>ke ovens in such a In3I1l1.er that the opacity of the emissions is equal to or greater f:h.an: No. 2 on the .ID1gelroann Scale or equivalent opacity. 

B. No persons shall cause, suffer, or allow the emission into the open air of visible air rontaminants fran the pushing and charging of a battery of roke ovens after January 1, 1974 in such a manner that the OJ?acity of the emissions is equal to or greater than No. l on tne Ringelmann Scale or equivalent opacity. 

c. No person shall cause, suffer, or allow the enission of any visible air contaminants into the open air fran any opening on the top side of a battery of coke ovens, except for t=eriods when a battery of coke ovens is being charged. 

D. No person shall caus~, suffer or allow any visible emission except non- smJking fl.arre, fran any op:ning fran nore than ten (10) percent of the roke ovens in any battery at any t.irre except as provided. in the preceding paragraph. 

E. Sel£-sealing oven doors found to be leaking thirty (30) minutes or nore after an oven is charged shall be adjusted, repaired, or replaced prior to the next coking cycle which starts during the daylight tmn after the leak is disrovered. Leaking luted doors shall be reluted i.nirediately. 

F. No person shall cause, suffer, or allow the operation of a coke quenching tower which is not equipped with interior baffles. · 

G. No person shall cause, suffer, or allow the quenching of roke where the water used for such quenching is not e:::rW-valent to the quality of water established for the nearest stream or river by regulations of the cepart::rrent of Environrrental Resources, prarulgated t.mder the provisions of The Pennsylvania Clean Streams Law, Act of June 22, 1937 , P.L. 1987; as amended May 8, 1945, P.L. 435; ~ngust 23, 1965, P.L. 372; and July 21, 1970, P.L. 222, except that water fran the nearest stream or river may be used for the quenching of c:oke. 

Pursuant to Section 12 of the Pennsylvania Air Pollution Control Act (35 P .S. 
§4012), the provisions of Article XVIII were legally authorized, as regulations 
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prarrulgated by an approved air pollution control agency of a political sub-

eli vision, provided, however, that the regulations: 

.. . will not be less stringent than the provisions of 
this act or the rules and regulations pranulgated 
pursuant to its provisions. (Enpha.sis added). 

If §123 .1 of the Cepart:Jrent' s regulations had been interpreted as prohibiting all 

fugitive emissions fran coke oven batteries , the Cepa.rt:rrent could not have approved 

SUbsection 1809.7 of Article XVIII. Similarly, had EPA so interpreted §123.1 , it 

could not have legally approved Article XVIII, given its awareness of the language 

of Section 12 of the Act . Precisely l:ecause the control strategy for fugitive 

coke oven emissions was recognized as based on allowable opacity levels (Cf. Bethlehem, 

Alan W:::xxi consent agreerrents) , no objection to the pranulgation of Article XVIII 

was voiced by either the Cepa.rt:rrent or the EPA. 

The record indicates that EPA did not require a separate air quality derron-

stration in supp:::>rt of Article XVIII , which suggests that EPA, at the tine, 

was convinced that the Allegheny COUnty standards , including §1809. 7 , were a t 

least as stringent as the State SIP EPA had approved in March, 1972. It is clear 

the State was of this opinion. In a letter to Regional Administrator Furia, dated 

23 
Jtme 20, 1972 Mr. SUssman requested that: 

. .. the rJE!.H Allegheny COUnty regulations . .. be considered 
a part of the applicable control strategy in the area. 
Further control strategy evaluations are not necessary, 
since the Allegheny County regulations are at least as 
stringent as State regulations. " 

23 . A copy of this letter is attached as Appendix A- v .. 
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'Ihe Allegheny County regulations rontained in Article XVIII were approved. by the 

Administrator as part of the Pennsylvania SIP . 
24 

To legally approve Article 

XVIII as it did, EPA had to accept, as not less stringent than the regulations 

prarulgated by the ceparti"rEnt1 a regulatory approach to rontrol of roke oven 

fugitive emissions framed in tenns of allowable visible emissions applicable 

to distinct t:eints of fugitive emissions fran the coke oven battery. 

A. 2. c Clairton Consent cecree-SJP Revision 

The regulatory strategy of the Ccrmonwealth was again set forth in the 

sutmission of the "Prot:esed revisions to the r-Etropolitan Pittsburgh Intrastate 

Air Quality Control Fegion Implarentation Plan" by Govel:nor Shapp on D::cernber 14 , 

1972 . In that d.c:x:::ument, the County and the cepartrrent under'-....ook to daronstrate 

to EPA that t..L~ a~....aiment of the primary arumal NMQS for particulate rratter 

~d not be jeoparidized by approving the ronsent decree reached on September 
25 

25, 1972 arrong the County, the Depari:rrEnt, and U.S. Steel Cort:eration1 which 

a:ntained. interim standards less stringent than the requirE!tEI1ts of Artic le 

XVIII, Section 1809 . 7.
26 

After reviewing the original SIP sul:mission and noting 

the discrepancy .l:::e~ the emissions inventory figures stated in Tables 2 .1 and 

2. 2 of the Control Strategy Evaluation and the figures used in "Appendix B" of 

the 1972 SIP subnission, the revision dcx::tmlent undertook to re-examine the matter 

by quantifying the allowable fugitive emissions fran by-prcduct coke oven 

batteries and calculating the resultant air quality level expected in light of 

24. 40 C.F .R. §§52. 2020 (c) (4) 1 52 . 2023. 

25. Separate agreem:nts covering, inter alia 1 coke oven desulfurization and cake quenching ~e signed in October I 19~ 
\~ 

26 . The consent agreerrent was reached. arrong the parties in settlerrent of a lawsuit jointly filed by the ronnty and the cepa.rt:m:..11.t on February ll1 1972. 
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the developed Pennsylvania control st-raL~ for fugitive emissions fran coke ovens 

as r eflected by : 

"a) the provi_sions of Ar-Jcl e xVII I (Sections 1809. JA1 
1809.7) relating to coke ova~ emis sions; 

b ) the less stringent interim ~ts oontained in 
the Clairton oonsent decree; and 

c) the Ccma::>m.ealth' s ooke oven standard-~tterned a£ter 
the Bethlehem and Alan Wood consent orders . " 

The a s sumptions used in the revision docurrent ' s calculations are stated on Page 5 : 

"The following tw:> calculations reconsider this problem 
based on canpliance of sout-J':tweste.m Permsylvania coke plants 
with Article XVIII or the standards in the Clairton Consent 
cecree in Allegheny County and the following ooke plant 
standard beyond Allegheny County 1 l::oth of which are al.rcost 
identical. 

"There shall be no visible emissions 
other than water mist or va;::or in excess 
of Ringel.rl'ann No . 1 or twenty ( 20) per
cent equivale.~t opacity for a pericxi 
or pe_ricxis aggregating rrore than three 
(3) minutes of any consecutive sixty 
( 60) minutes and not in excess of sixty 
(60) pe_rcent equivala'l"lt opaci ty a t Cirf 
tine fran the operation of any ba.ttery 
of by- prcduct coke ovens. 

This latter standard SUIIITB.rizes the camonwealth PJlicy on 
coke plant c:cmpliance in the jurisdiction of the Depart::m:nt 
of Envi.ronrren.tal Fesources. " 

Pages 6- 11 of the revision decurrent present t.,e calculations of the Cepart::rrent 

arrl the County 1 based on use of the al::ove as· the applicable emissions standards. 

The calculations derronstrated that projected air quality v.ould be 72 ugjm 
3 

(p. 10) 

which v.Quld result in attai..nnEnt of ti'..e pri.Irary annual ~JIQS for particulate rratter 

of 75 ug/ rn3 . Quite expectedly 1 by quanti fying the ~....ion in mass emissions 

27. Revision doa..IrrEnt 1 pages 6- 7 . 
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expected fran enforcement of the oontrol strategy for fugitive emissions fran 
coke oven batteries as explicitly described in the revision d~t, the projectec:l 
air quality fell l::etw-een the levels of 69 . 8 ug/m3 

and 76 ug/m
3 

given in the 
original SIP sutmission reflecting total and no control of coke oven fugitive 
emissions respectively. The Clairton oonsent decree, supported by the revision 
d.ocuin:mt, was approved by EPA as a revision to the Pennsy 1 vania SIP. 

28 

It is important to recognize that the Clairton revision was presented to 
EPA less than a year after the Agency• s appi:OVal of the 1972 SIP sul:rnission and 
approx:i..rnately six m::mths after the Cepart:m:nt • s subnission of Article XVIII con-
taining Allegheny Cmmty' s revised regulations limiting air contaminant emissions. 
M:Jst of the principals familiar with l::x:::>th earlier sul:missions were still with the 
~ency. It is therefore hardly surprising that the explicit staterent in the 
revision docurrent of the standards previously recognized as applicable to fugitive 
emissions fran coke ovens evinced no negative response fran EPA • . 
A. 2 . d SUbsequent enforcerrent actions applying the standard 

SUbsequent to the clarification of the control strategy for coke oven fugi tive 
enissions in t:.P.e Clairton revision docurrent , and EPA' s approval as a SIP revision, 
the Depart:nent, in May, 1973, filed. a canplaint in equity against U.S. Steel 
Co:q:oration • s Fairless W:::lrks. The final relief requested of the Court with respect 
to emissions fran the coke oven batteries was as follCHJs : 

C. After final hearing pennanently direct USS, its agents, servants, employees , sucq=ssors and assigns on or before July 1, 1975, to operate its coke ovens at the Fairless ~ks in canpliance with the follcwing standards : 

There shall be no visible enissions otf1er than water mist or vapJr in excess 
of n RingeJ..mann or twenty (20%) per-

28. 40 C.F.R. §52.2036. 
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cent equivalent opacity for a period 
or periods aggregating rrore than three 
( 3) minutes of any consecutive sixty 
(60) minutes fran the operation of 

29 any battery of by- product coke ovens. 

The ccrrrplaint also requested that the Court order canpliance with specific :interim 

standards, all of which ~e expressed :in tenns of allowable opacity. 
30 

On June 1 , 1973, the Departm:nt and Interlake, Inc . (now Koppers, Erie, Pa.) 

entered a consent agreem:mt which provided, :in Paragraph 2 for :interim standards-

29. This final standard was identical to the fi.na.l standard contained :in the 
Bethlehen (2/5/72) and Alan W::xx1 (6/1/ 72) consent orders. 

30. B. After final hearing, directing USS, its agents , ser-
vants , employees, sucessors, and assigns to canply with the 
following :interim emission standards for its ooke ovens tmtil 
July 1, 1975: 

1. 91arging - There shall be no visible emissions during 
the charging cycle fran the charging holes or the larry car of 
any battery with an opacity which is ~ to or greater than 
~ty percent (20%) (equivalent to Ringelmann No. 1) for a 
period or periods aggregating rrore than four ( 4) minutes of any 
consecutive sixty (60) minutes on each battery oven or equal 
to or greater than an opacity of sixty percent (60%) (equivalent 
to Ringelmann No. 3) at any t..irre. For purposes of this D:cree , 
the charging cycle shall beg:in when the f irst coke oven lid is 
rem:wed and shall end when the last lid is replaced. 

2. Pushing - There shall be no visible emissions during 
the pushing cycle, other than water mist or vap::>r, with an 
opacity which is ~ to or greater than forty percent ( 40%) 
(equivalent to Ringe.lrrenn No. 2), for rrore than one (1) push 
per hour per pushing machine, or for ~ ( 2) consecutive pushes 
fran the sam: oven. For puiFOses of this Decree, the pushing 
cycle shall beg:in when the coke oven door is renoved and shall 
end when it is replaced. 

3. Conbustion Stacks - There shall be no visible 
emissions, other than water mist or vapJr, with an opacity 
which is equal to or greater than Ringe.l.mann No. 1 for a 
period or periods aggregating rrore than three (3) minutes 
of any COI'15@Ctltive sixty (60) minutes or ~ to or 
greater t.P.an Ringe.lrnann No. 3 at any ti.Ire fran any stack, 
except as p:nni tted by paragraph A- 2 above. 
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based on opacity levels-and provided that, no later than July 1, 1975, emissions 
. ll . final ..._ __ .:l-~ 31 fran the coke oven batteries l:::e in a:xnpliance Wl.th t.lJ.e fo CWl.Ilg Su:uJJ...I.Cl.l.u. 

5. No later than July 1, 1975, Interlake, Inc . , its successors and assigP.s , shall have achieve:l the following r:erfonrence standard: 

There shall l:::e no visible emission 
other than water mist or vapor with an 
opacity which is equal to or greater 
than R.ingellrann No. 1 or 20% equiva
lent opacity for a period or periods 
aggregating rrore than three ( 3) minutes 
in any consecutive sixty (60) minutes 
at any t.ine fran the operation of its 
by- products coke ov-=>....ns . 

In September, 1973, unilateral Depa.rt::nent orders were sent out to the three 
remain.i.ng steel a:mpanies within the DeparU~ent • s jurisdiction- -crucible, Wheeling
Pittsburgh, and Jones & Laughlin (Aliquippa W:>rks). TI1ese orders, 32a11 of which 
were appeale:l, require:l ccmpliance with t:P.e following final standard: 

"4 . No later than July 1 , 1977, tbe irop1errentation of the plan subnitte:l pursuant to paragraph 3 shall have achiev-ed the following pe.rfo:r:rrance standard: 

(continued) 
30. 4 . Oven D:x:lrs - There shall l:::e no visible enissions, other than water rru.st or vap:>r, with an opacity which is equal to or greater than an opacity of twenty percent (20%) (equivalent to R.inge.llrann No. 1) at airf t:.im:, except as p:nni tted by paragraph A- 4 hereof. 

5. Topside Emissions - Any leak disaJvered on the top side of a battery shall l:::e imredia.tely v.et sealed or the oven shall not l:::e recharged until the necessary repairs are made. At no tirce shall there l:::e leaks in rrore than five percent (5%) of the offtake "piping on any one battery. 
31. A copy of the Interlake consent agreement is attached as Appendix 11.-vi. 

32. All three orders -were substantively identical. The Crucible order is attached as App=ndix A- vii. 

' 
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There shall be no visible emission other 
than water mist or vap::>r in excess of #1 
Ringe.l.rrarm or 20% equivalent opacity for 
a period or periods aggregating rrore than 
three (3) minutes of any consecutive sixty 
(60) minutes or equal or greater than !f3 
Ringe.lmann or 60% equivalent opacity at 
any time fran w.e operation of any battecy 
of by-prcduct coke ovens .... 

By September, 1973, therefore , the Depart:Irent was either engaged in litigation 

to enforce a final ccmpliance standard for fugitive emissions fran coke oven 

batteries expressed as allowable opacity or had entered consent agreem::nts in 

which the ccmpany had agreed to rreet such a final standard. 

A. 2 . e Bethlehem Steel Con::oration- EPA actions RE Johnst:own, Bethlehan plants 

Further dem:>nstration in the record that EPA, subsequent to its approvals of 

Article XVIII for Allegheny County and the Clairton SIP revision, understood and 

interpreted the I.nplerrentation Plan as regulating fugitive emissions fran coke 

ovens by prohibiting than fran exceeding a specific opacity level for a finite 

portion of a sixty minute pericxi, is evident by its actions regarcting Bethlehan 

Steel Corporation's proposed c:at'l;'liance program in 1974 for its Johnsi:.cftm. plant 

and its §ll3 Order issued in January, 1976 for the Bethlehem, Pa. plant. 

In 197 4, officials fran Bethlehem Steel Corp:rration announced that due to 

narket conditions the canpany had revised its corp::>rate planning strategy and had 

decided to retain operations at the Johnstown plant. The ccmpany therefore sought 

to open negotiations with l:oth tr.e Depart:Irent and EPA to reach consent agreements 

providing for ccmpliance with all applicable emission limitations for all sources 

at the Johnstown plant. After nt..Jirerous discussions with the cat'pal1y throughout 

rrost of 197 4, EPA, by letter of Stephen R. Wassersug, Director, Enforcenent 

Division, os EPA Feg:l.un m, transmitted to Bethlehem a series of draft orders. 
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Mr. wassersug's le~...er indicated that draft order No. 5 provided for compre
hensive t.reatrrent of all sources at the Johnstown plant. 

"~.gain, it is hoped that the Ccrnpany will be able to sign the 5th draft as writte.11 and thus fomally consent to rreet its May 1974 oral ccmnitrrent to bring all of the air p:>llution emissions at the Johnstown Plant in full c:x::rc;>liance with the applicable provisions of the Pennsy 1-vania irnplarentation plan by the end of 1978 . Please understand that this office intends to take all necessary steps to attain full carpliance with the implementation plan as exp=ditiously as practicable." (Euphasis added) 

The final canpliance standard specified. by EPA in draft order No. 5 for the 
Johnstown cake oven batteries was as follows: 

"8 (a) On and after the dates specified. below, there 
shall be no visible emissions other than water 
mist or vapor in excess of No. 1 Ringelmann or 
20% equivalent opacity for a period or periods aggregating nore than 3 minutes of any consecutive 60 minutes fran the operations of any 
battery of by- prcx:iuct coke ovens . .. " 

Interim standards for the cake oven batteries, as established in Paragraph 10 , 
limi. ted emissions fran oven dears , charging, and pushing operations to designated 
opacity levels. 33 

On the basis of the staterrents made by ~.r. Wassersug in his 
letter of November 1, 1974 and the provisions of Draft Order No. 5-wh.ich 
EPA had prepared-it is clear that EPA had accepte:i the Departrrent' s oont.rol 
strategy as expressed in the Clairton revision d.ocurrent and was prepared. to 
enforce such standard as the applicable SIP requirem=nt in its own actions 
against Pennsylvania coke plant ot;:erators. 

On January 27, 1976, EPA, by letter frtm Daniel J. Snyder, III, Region III 
Administrator advised Bethlehen Steel Corporation pursuant to Section 113 of 

33. Copies of the No\Tencer 1, 1974 letter fran Wassersug, and draft order ~5 are attached as Appep.dix A-viii.Note that an page 2, Conclusions of Law, EPA conclt.rled t.P..at operation of the specified air pollution sources at Jolmsi:!fi.ln, including t."le Posedale ancl Franklin cake oven <MJrJ<.s, violated "Sections 123 .1, 123. 13, 123.23 ar.d 123.4 . ". 
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the Clean Air Act of violations of "ti'.e federally-approved implerrentation plan 

for the Ccmronwealth of Pennsylvania" at the cc:npany' s Bethlehem, Pa. plant. Of 

the nurrerous violations doct.:Ime.'1ted at the coke oven bat'-....eries, all "W"e.re based on 

observed violation of opacity standards. On Cecembo_r 27, 1976 the eepa.j:trrent 

received a copy of a draft Section ill Order for t.~e Bethlehem plant dated 

D:cember 20, 1976 fran RiChard Wat:ma.n, Air Ccrrpliance Branch, Region III. That 

draft required the canpany, in Paragraph 3, to: 

"3. Control emissions fran the various op:rations of 
the Conpany • s By-Prcduct. Coke Oven Batteries so that these 
op:rations do not produce vis;i.ble emissions, individually 
or collectively, with opacities greater than or equal to 
b.enty percent (~ 20%) for !!Ore than three (3) minutes 
in any one hour observation pe.ricd, or visible emissions 
with opacities greater than or ec;-.Bl to sixty Percent (~ 
60%) at any ti.Ire." 

The Cepartrrent notes that, pursuant to the provisions of Section 113 of the 

Clean Air Act then in force, EPA oould not legally r.ave prepared or ultimately 

issued the proposed Section ll3 Order had §123 . 1, viewed as an absolute prohibition 

of fugitive coke oven e:nissions, bee.'1 considered as t.'le SIP requi.rem:nt with 

respect to coke ovens. 34 

34. Copies of the §113 Notice and draft Order are attached 'as Appendix A-L·c The 
Cepartrrent, in accordance with §ill (a) (4) received a copy of a draft of the 
proposed §113 Order fran Mi-. Wat:ma.n on Cctober 12, 1976. The provisions of 
Paragraph 3 of this Cctober draft were identical to those in the December, 
1976 Order sent the a::rnpany. It should J::e noted that the Cepa.rt:Italt, in a 
letter dated November 9, 1976 to Mr. Wat:nEn fran Robert E. Yuhnke, Assistant 
Attorney General, indicated that the only substantive deficiency it fO\IDd 
in the draft was the "failure to include an interim standard for charging .•. " 
Since the final canpliance standard in Paragraph 3 was consistent with the 
Cepartrrent • s standard for fugitive coke ove.'1 emissions the Depari::Irent 
found further carm:nt tmnecessary. 
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A. 3. SUMMARY 

The Cepartrrent sutmits that the foregoing discussion derronstrates that the 
camonwealth control strategy for fugitive emissions fran by-prcx:iuct coke ovens 
was never expressed or applied, through §123 . 1, as a total prohibition of these 
emissions. The 1972 SIP sui:rnissian is at best unclear- EPA was provided with 
tv..o control strategies and n.u air quality calculations, l::oth of which cl.eron
strated that whether coke oven fugitive emissions were c:crnpletely controlled (i.e. 
zero) or remained uncontrolled, the NAAQS primary annual star&rd for particulate 
matter "--uld be rret. The uncer...ainty as to approach in the 1972 SIP sul:mission 
can be ascri.l:ed to the fact , as t4.r. SUssman explained during t.}-l.e public hearings , 
that the Cepartrrent was still in the precess of negotiating with the steel can
panies and atterrpting to fonrulate an emission limitation whic.."l reccgnized the 
unique status of coke oven emissions. 

The Comonwealth' s control strategy for regulating the fugitive emissions 
fran coke ovens through re£ere.1'1ce to pe!Jilitted opacity levels, was first fo:ona.lly 
expressed in the Bethlehem and Alan W::xJd consent orders. It was reflected in the 
Cepart:rrent 1 s approval and sul:missian to EPA of Allegheny COtmty 1 s Article XVIII. 
Quantification of fugitive emissions all<JIM:rl under this control strategy, and 
calculation of estirrated air quality levels WBre provided EPA in connection 
with the Clairton revision on a mass emission (p:JUI'rls/hr) basis. The control 
strategy as developed was subsequently applied by EPA on at least 0-.Q occasions: 
during the course of its 1974 negotiations with Bethlehem Steel; and its 1976 
Section lD actions conce...1'"l'ling the ca:npany' s Bethlehem, Pa. facility. 

Based. upJn the previous discussion, the Cepart:Jrent sul::rnits that the record 
dem::mstrates that the,~licable a::rnpliance standard for fugitive emissions fran 
coke oven batt.e..ries was one based on the opaci t:y of those emissions . This is 
reflected in the final canpliance standard contained in the various consent 
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a~.....m:nts, unilata.ral Cepart:rrent orders and Fairless equity action as well as 

in the EPA draft orders for Bethlehem Steel Corporation. In the denonstration 

which follows in Part B , the Cepart:rrent has utilized this final canpliance stan

dard for purp:Jses of illustrating that the new coke oven regulations are rrore 

stringent than the fo.rrrer re:::fUirerrents. 

-24-



B. AIR QUALITY DEM:ll\lSTRATION--PIDPOSED REVISICN VS. FORMER REGt.iiATICNS 
B. 1. ExanPle Calculation of Allowed Particulate Emission Rate Fran a COke Batt..e..ry Under The Ne\v Permsyl vania COke OVen Regu1ations 

The following calculation denonstrates wt"l..at the emission rates v..ould be under 
the new coke oven regulations in Pennsylvania. This ex.arrple ca_lculation assurres 
the following: 

Coal/COke Olaracteristics 

wet coal charging 

gross coking t..irre-17 hours 

17 tons coal per charge 

12 tons coke per push 

w-et que..11ching 

?perating Characteristics 

average charging ti.rre : 3 minutes 

average pushing t..i.m: : 2 minutes 

Battery Characteristics 

height: 4 rreters 

double collection rreins 

numt::er of ovens: 60 (UO doors) 

4 charging I;Orts per oven 

Fran t.."le above asSU!lptions there will l::e an average of 3 . 5 ovens charged and 
pushed J?=X hour. The M:>rst case for this example battery will therefore assurre 
4 ovens charged and pushed during one hour. CUring the b:Jur under consideration, 
the t:orll".age of coal charged and coke pushed can t:e calculated as follows: 

4 
ovens ~ed x 

17 ~~ = 68 tons coal charged/h:Jur 

4~es 12 tans coke x pu5h = 48 tans coke pushed,llxmr. 

B. l.a Allowed Emission Rates at Each Major Emission Point 

B.l. a . l Charging Emissions 

1 and 

Under the new Peuneyl vania regulations, Chapter 123, §123. 44 (a) (1} ( i) limits 

(1.1) 

(1 . 2) 

the aggregated tines of visible q::en charging e.rnissions for four consecutive chaJ:'ses 
to not rrore t.i1an 75 seconds. Altlxrugh the standard requires gcx:xl stage or sequential 
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charging practices, * the regulation alla.;s 75 seconds during the hour of any 

emissions including uncontrolled charging emissions . ** Using. the tmcontrolled 

mass emission rate for coke ove.'1 charging, of 1 txJliDd per ton of coal charged 

the emission rate which v.ould occur for 75 seconds Y.Cllld be: 

1 pound 68 tans coal hour chai:ge 
ton roalx hour x 4 charges x 3 minutes 

, or 

0 . 094 lb~~culate x 75 hO~nds = 7 .l lbs . particulate;hom:. 

Whereas estimates of "uncontrolled" charging emissions range f ran 0. 8 to 10 potmds 

per ton of coal, (l, 2 , 3) the estimates of 1 p::mnd p:r ton used in this calculation 

is considered to be a high value for an operation whi.ch is generally cx:rnplying with 

the 75 second standard. The value of 1 txJ1.1I1d p:r ton of coal is considered high 

because a value of 0. 82 p:mnds per ton of coal was rreasured at Bethlehem Steel 

Corporation's Buzns Harl:or W::>rks fran a larry car scrubber controlling of f - the-

main charging where visible tmCXJntrolled emissions exceeded 75 seconds for four 

C011S€0.lti ve cha.rges . 

B. l.a.2 Pushing Emissions 

Under the new Pennsylvania regulations the pushing operation is regulated by 

Ql.apter 129, §129 .15 (a) 1 (b), (c) and (e) . 'lllese regulations require that: 

(a) the pushing q:eration be enclosed and pushing emissions 

l::e aJntained I 

(1. 4) 

* It is also possible that cx::rrl!?liance with the standard v.ould l::e achieved through 
use of a larry car scrubber. 

** The definition ~ tmcontrolled charging emissions used here is that ~.e oven 
is charged an-the-rrain 1 rut that for sare reason-failure of procedure, improper 
coal blen 1 irrproper larry car volurretric setting 1 ·insufficient offtake clean
liness, or other technical /factor-a given charge is not ccrnpletel y controlled. 
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.. 
(b) t:est available technology 1::e installed, 

(c) visible fugitive air contaminants fran any air cleaning 
device controlling pushing emissions not exceed 20% opac_i ty, 

and 

(e) visible fugitive air contaminants not exceed 10% opacity 

during transport. 

B.l. a . 2 . i Stack Emissions Allowed 

The mass emission rate fran the oontrol system is limited by Chapter 123, 
§U3 . 13 (b) . Using the process factor of 1 p:mnd per ton of cake pushed gi ve.'l"l 
in §123 . 13(b), the allowable hourly emission rate expressed in poun:ls for four 
(4) pushes totaling 48 tons of coke can be detennined. with the folla.ring equation: 

A = 0. 76E0. 42 

A = 0 . 76(FXW)
0

•
42 

A= 0.76(1 X 48)
0

"
42 

A = 3. 86 pJUndsjhour 

Section 123 .13 (b) ~ver, allows the greater of the allowable calculated 
through use of the process factor, or that calculated using 0. 02 grains per dry 
standard cubic foot. Three types of pushing oontrols generally used are: e.'l"lclosed 
quench cars, traveling b:x:ds, an::l ooke side sheds. In order to properly oonsider 

(1.5) 

the impact of the 0. 02 grains per dry standard cubic foot al tei:Tlati ve alloWable mass 
standard, two a:mtrol systens will l:e considered-a low flow rate enclosed quench 
car an::l a high flow rate cake side she:l. In the first case the exhaust -v-oltli!e will 
l:e considered to l:e 25, 000 dry standard cubic feet per minute. ('Ihl.s is assurred 
to t:e, oonservatively, the flew rate during cake fall and cake travel.) The 

" allavable emission rate can t:e detennined. by using the folla.ring expression: 
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A= 0. 02 grains X 25 , 000 DSCF X 2 minutes X 4 pushes X pounds 
DSCF minute push hour 7000 grains 

A = 0 . 59 p:mndsjhour 

If a shed were used, and assuming an ex!1.aust volurre of 200,000 dJ:y standard 

cubic feet per minute, the allowable emission rate IM:JUl.d be: 

A= 0 . 02 grains X 200 , 000 DSCF X 2 minutes X 4 pushes X pound 
DSCF Itll.IlUte push hOur 7000 grains 

A= 4 . 6 pounds/hour 

B.l.a.2.ii Fugitive Emissions Allowed 

The Cepartnent rea:>gnizes that a certain arrount of fugitive emissions frcm 

an enclosed pushing operation may occur, and this was ad<nowledged by the adoption 

of §129 . 15 (c) which allows fugitive emissions not exceeding 20% opacity . It is the 

Cepart:rrent ' s judgrrent that this requi.rerrent is equivalent to requiring enclosed 

pushing systems to have a rnin.innJm capture efficiency of between 90 and 95 percent.* 

Based on an enission factor of 2 p:runds per ton of coal charged for pushing 

emissions, (
4

) and 95% capture efficiency the potential fugitive emissions ~d 

be: 

* 

68 tons coal charged x 2 pounds 

hour tan coal charge:i 
X ~(1.;;..;0_;_0-.....;9_5.:._) 

100 
= 6 . 8 p:runds/hour 

'lbe Environmental Protection Agency has designate:i 90% capture efficiency as 
equivalent to "lowest achievable enission rate" in ce-rtain applications (its 
settlem:nt with U.S. Steel, Fairfield W:>rks, Coke Battery ~9, April 1978. 
Al.abam3. Air Pollution Control carmission and the state of Alabama. ex rel . 
William J . Baxley, Attoz:ney General and Jefferson County Board of Health, 
Plainti£fs and Unite:i States of America and Administrator of United States 
Envirol1I1'E!1tal Protection Agency, Intervenor Plainti£f v. Uni te:i States Steel 
Corporation, a Corporation, Cefendant. Civil Action No. 77- H- 1630- S . Whereas 
it has designated 20% opacity as an upper limit for such fugitive pushing 
emissions in other IAER cases (U . S. Steel, Clairton W:Jrks, Battery 20) . EPA 
pililished a lis~ of "BACI"' standards for coke ovens (rreroranda of January 
5 , 1977 frc:m Assistant Admi..Tlistrator of Enforcerent I.egro to EPA's Regional 
Enforcerent Directors) which asserte:i Bl>LT capture efficiency to :be 90%. 
Observations by DER personnel at Bethlehem Steel Corp. Eethle.han Plant on 
January 16, 1978 indicated t:P.at capture efficiencies achieved in practice 
a.pp=a.red to J::e in excess of 95% . 
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B.l.a. 2 . ill Total Pushing Emissions Alla,.;ed 

Car 

Shed 

Process Factor 
Standard 

3.9 

3.9 

Table 1.1 
Tabulated Pushing Emissions 

r;:ounds/hour 

• 02 Grain/DSCF 
Standard 

0. 6 

4.6 

Fugitive 

6.8 

G.8 

Total 

10.7 

11. 4 
The overall a:mclusion fran this analysis is that the new Pennsylvania coke 

oven regulations require control of pushing emissions and al::out ll. 0 pounds per 
hour for the example coke battery. 

B.l.a.3 Door Emissions 

The new Pennsylvania regulations (§123 . 44 (a) (3)) require that there be no 
visible emissions frcm nore than 10% of t.D.e door areas (0..0 doors per oven) of 
q::e.rating coke ovens, excluding tv.o door areas representing the last oven charged 
an any battery and any door areas obstructed fran vie<.v. Also , door area emissions 
f:ran any coke oven ItU.lSt not exceed 40% opacity 15 minutes or nore after the last 
charge to that oven (123. 44 (a) (2)) . For the exanple battery under this standard 
the maximum number of door areas pe.on:itte:l to leak, assuming no door areas ob-
structed fran view, ~d be: 

[120 doors x 10 ] + 2 = 14 doors. 100 
(1. 9) 

The allov.e:i aggLegate particulate emission rate for the e.~le battery ~d then be: 
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14 dcors 0 . 6 potmds* _ 
8 4 

pounds /h,-,.,.,.. 
x hour-door - . f1"-' ........ (1.10 ) 

Assuming a shed ~e used to capture pushing emissions one-half of the dcor 

emissions ~uld be captured thus reducing particulate emissions fran dcors to 

approxirrately 4 . 6 pounds per oour (assuming a 90% efficient control system 4. 2 + 

100-90 [ roo 1 x 4 . 2 > . 

B.l.a.4 Tbpside Emissions 

With respect to the new coke oven regulations (§123.44(a) (4)-(7)) topside 

emissions ~uld include emissions fran charging ports, offtake piping, any other 

points on the topside and the coke oven gas collector mains . Emissions v.Qlld 

be allONed (§123.44(a(4)) fran 2% of the charging ports, or fran : 

60 ovens 
X 

4 charging ports x 2 (% allowable) 
oven 100 

= 4 charging p:rrts . 

Emissions ~uld also be allowed (§123 . 44 (a) (5)) fran 5% of the offtake piping, 

or fran: 

* 

60 ovens 
X 

2 offtakes 
oven 

X 
5(% allowable) 

100 
= 6 offtak.es. 

Tests conducted by Bethlehem Steel Corp. at Bums Harl:or on experinental dcor 
h::x:ds on ovens on the pusher side of Battery #2 in May 1975 ~ an average 
nass emission rate of 66 grains per minute per door for lightly leaking doors 
in the first hour after charging, which is equivalent to: 

66 grains X 60 minutes pound . x~~-----

Inl...Tlute-door hour 7000 grains 
= 0 . 6 DJllt1ds 

hour-leaking dcor 

'!his infm:rnation derives fran a conversation with Bernard Blcx:m and fran a 
a::mference held by EPA (B. Blcan, A. Trenholm and R. Fallero), Pennsylvania 
DER and Bethlehan Steel (carl Syrrons, Joe Kunz, Robert M:Millan, and David 
Anderson) February 10, 1977, Bethlehem, Pennsylvania. Also , U.S . Steel Corp., 
Clairton Works , in a response to a §114 letter to Region III, said that during 
a test of its Clairton Battery #17 shed the door emissions were 0 .18 poun::ls 

(1.11) 

(1.12) 

per ton of ooal." Since this coke battecy has a OJal throughput of 56 tons per 
hour, the emission rate fran doors was 10 pour.ds per hour. Since approx:i.n:ate.ly 
35% of the doors on the average were observed lealcing on Battery in7 by 
Alleg.b.er1y County ~...ors during t.~ period of tes'"~ (th:Lrd quarter 1975), 
the ave.._rage dcor l eak rate was : 

10 ?JU!'.ds 1 
hour X -------

. 35 x 61 ecors 
= 0 . 5 pounds/hour/l eaking door 
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The ne.v regulations allcw no emissions from other J;X>ints on the topside ( §U3 . 44 
(a) (6)) or fran the coke oven gas collection mains (§123.44 (a) (7)) . 

h:tual emission rates fran topside leaks are hard to quantify since there 
have never been quantitative tests. ~' fran cacparative visible observa-
tions of coke oven doors , charging J;X>rts and offtakes at well a:mtrolled coke 
plants, it is the DER' s judgrrent that a reasonable upper bound for any leak 
on the topside i s a quantity no greater than the door leak rate of 0. 6 pounds 
per hour per leaking door under the 10% door standards. One-third of this rate 
or 0 . 2 FOunds per hour per leak:ing topside point is estimated to be the lower 
l:ound. There£ore, since there are 10 points on the topside permitted to leak, 
ie. 4 charging ports and 6 of £takes, topside emissions are estimated to be: 

10 topside leaks x 0 . 6 pounds = 6 p::run:isjh:mr (upper limit), and hour- leak 

10 topside leaks x 0.2 p?unds = 2 pounds/hour(l~ limit). hour-leak 

B. l.a.S SUmmary 

Allowable particulate matter emissions are sumnarized in Table 1 . 2 belcw: 

'l'yfe of Emissions 

Olarging 

Pushing 

r::cors 

Topside 

Total 

Table 1.2 

Emission Fate (pounds/hour) 

7.1 

10.7 - ll. 4 

4.6 - 8.4 

2. 0 - 6.0 

24.4 - 32.9 
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B.2. Exan'Ple Calculation of Allowed Pa_rticulate Emission Rate Fran a Coke Battery Under The Forner Pennsyl vani.a Coke OVen Requirenents 
Under the e.xist.ing State Irnplerrentation Plan Pennsylvania has interpreted 

its regulations fran P..ugust 1971 until Cecernber 31, 1977, as prohibiting ooke 
batteries fran emitting visible air contami.nants in such a manner that the opacity 
of the emission is equal to or exceeds 20% for a p:riod or pericds aggregating 
nore than 3 minutes in any one hour, or is equal to or greater than 60% at any 
time.* Using the sarre example battery and assunptions set forth in Section B. l, 
the allowable mass emission estimates allowed tmder the foDre.r Pe."1.11SY 1 vania re-
quirercents are analyzed below for each of the emission FQints analyzed in Section B.l. 
B. 2 . a Allowed Emission Rates at Each Major Emission Point 
B.2.a.l Charging Emissions 

Under the fo.oner requirerrents visible particulate ani.ssions were all~ for 
the entire three (3) minute charge of each oven, if the opacity renained less than 
20% . Emissions 1 however, were never allowed to equal or exceed 60% opacity at 
arr:t tirre . Such a standard deranded excellent charging practice** because of the 
60% opacity standard. DER and EPA technical staff believe that such charging 
practice on arr:t single charge as a:::rrpared to uncontrolled charging as defined in 
Section B.l.a. l has to te at least 99% efficient. (l) The follCM'i.ng analysis, how
ever, only assurres 95% efficiency. Therefore , urrler DER' s fo.t:Irer requirerrents 
all~ charging emissions Y.Ollld te: 

* 

** 

1 poun:1 particulate (2 , 3 I 4) 
ton coal charged X 

68 tons coal (100-95) 
hour x 1oo = ~cma~ur 

Discussion of the developrent of tD.e Ccrmol'l'M:alth ' s control strategy appears in Part A, ~ of this dcx::urcEnt. 

See footnote (*) on page 26. 

- 33-

(2 . 1) 



B.2 . a.2 Pushing Emissions 

Under the for:rrer requi.rerrents pushing emissions w-ere not penni tted to equal 

or exceed 60% opacity at any ti.rre. Due to this requi.rerrent pushing emissions had 

' to be contained and controlled. These emissions were subject to the grain loading 

limitations contained. in Chapter 123, §l23 . 13(c) once contained. and controlled. 

This requi.rerrent lirni ts the concentration of particulate rre.tter in the effluent 

gas, at any tirre, to 0. 04 grains per dry standard cubic foot, when the efflu

ent gas volurre is less than 150, 000 dry standard cubic feet per minute, and to 
6000 

t.l;e rate deteJ::lnined. by the foiJUUl.a: A = - E- , wh&e A a:xuaJ.s the allcwa.ble 

emissicns in grains per dry standard cubic feet and E equals the effluent gas 

volurre in dry standard cubic feet per minute, when E is equal to or greater 

than 150,000 but less than 300,000 . 

B.2 . a . 2.i Stack Emissions Allowed 

Three types of systans--enclosed quench cars, traveling hcx::ds , and coke 

side sheds- are generally used for capturing pushing emissions . Tv.u systems

a low flow rate e.T'lclosed quench car and a high flow rate coke side shed-will 

be considered to determine the irrpact of the applicable grain loading standard. 

Considering the effluent gas volurre fran the car to be 25, 000 dry standard 

cubic feet per minute, the allowable emission rate can be detennined by using 

the following expression: 

A = 0 . 04 grains 25, 000 DSCF X 2 minutes X 4 ~ ~ 
ascF x Inl..I1ute push x 7oograJ..n.s 

A= 1 . 1 pounds/hour. 

Considering a shed with an effluent gas volurre of 200,000 dry standard cubic 

feet per minute , the ~licable standard v.QUld be 0 . 03 grains per dry standard 

cubic feet, and t.11e allowable emission rate would be : 
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... 

A= 0 . 03 grains X 200 , 000 DSCF X 2 minutes X 4 ~es X pound DSCF nunute · pUSh 7000 gra.J.nS 

A = 6 . 9 pounds/hour . 

B.2 .a.2 . ii Fugitive Emissions .~owed 

The sarre discussion follows regarding fugitive emissions f ran the pushing 
operation as was presented in Section B. La. 2. Reccgnizing that a certain ar::cunt 
of fugitive emissions fran an enclosed pushing ~...eration m::tY occur, it is the 
Depa.rt:me."lt' s judgrrent that enclosed pushing systems have a captive efficiency of 
l::::etwe:."l 90 and 95 percent. * 

Based up::m an emission factor of 2 pounds per ton of a::xU charged for 
pushing emissions, (5) and 95% captive efficiency the {X)tenti.al uncaptured fugitive 
emissions v.cu.ld be: 

(2 . 3) 

68 tons coal cl1.arged x 2 FQUI1ds x (100- 95) = 6 • 8 pJI.lrldsjhour hour ton coal charged 100 (2 . 4) 
B. 2. a . 2 . iii Total Pushing Emissions Allowed 

Table 2. 1 

car 

Shed 

Applicable Grain 
Loading Allowable 

1.1 

6.9 

Tabulated Pushing Emissions 

p:mnds/hour 

Fugitive 

6. 8 

6. 8 

Total 

7.9 

13.7 

nus analyses indicates that pushing ~sions under the fonrer requ.ire!n:mts 
would range be~ 7. 9 and 13. 7 pounds per hour for the example battery. 

* See footnote onJ:age 28 in Section B. l.a. 2 for further cl..ar.......fication. 
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B.2.a. 3 Door emissions 

Although it is re<XXji1ized that the fonrer requirerents allowed all aJke oven 

dcors to leak at a rate not to equal or exceed 20 percent opacity, realistically 

all doors would not be leaking at the sarre tiire . Assuming all dcors stop leaking 

within the first 13 hours, and using the 0. 6 p::>unds per hour per leaking door emission 

rate discussed in Section B.l.a.3, the maximum door emission rate allowed by the 

fo.ore.r requirerents is calculated by the following expression : 

13 hours x 120 dcors x 0 . 6 p:runds = 55 . 2 pounds/hour 
17 hours hour- leaking door 

B.2.a. 4 Topside Emissions 

Eini.ssions fran all points on the topside, including the oollector mains, were 

pennitte:i to leak up to 20% opacity under the fonrer requirem=nts . As in the 

previous door emission analysis topside leaks do not occur for the entire cnking 

cycle. As stated in Section B.l.a.4actual enission rates fran topside leaks have 

never been quantitatively tested, but DER estimates that a reasonable upper l:ound 

for any leak on the topside is a quantity no greater than the door leal< rate of 

0. 6 p::>unds per h.our per leaking door. Again, one-third of this rate or 0. 2 pounds 

per hour per leaking topside p::>int is estimated to be the la..er l:ound. 

(2. 5) 

Data for the fourth quarter of 1977 subnitted by u.s. Steel Corp. , Fairless 

Yb:r::ks, for Battery No. 1 and Battery No . 2, am Bethlehen Steel Corporation, Bethlehem 

'*'rlcs for Batte...ry A, all of which have double mains, indicates the following levels 

of percent of topside leaks for charging p::>_rts and offtakes. 
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... 
canpany jBattery No. 

Bethlehem Steel Corp. - A 

U.S. Steel Corp. - #1 

U.S. Steel Corp.--i2 

Average 

Table 2.2 

Average PerfOJ:m3Ilce 
(% leaks) 

Olarging Ports Offtake Piping 

0.2 14.1 

7. 6 16.3 

8.3 20 . 5 

5.4 17.0 

Assuming the data prese.T'lted in Table 2. 2 to l::e represe.T'ltati ve of the example 

battery, the nurnb:r of actual charging p:>rt leaks and offtake piping leaks v.ou.ld 

respectively be: 

60 ovens X 4 charging ports X • 054 (% leaking) = 13 charging p:>rt leaks oven , and (2 . 6) 
60 ovens x 2 offtakes x .17 (% leaking)= 20 offtakes Leaking. oven (2 .7) 

Therefo:z:e, with 3 3 p:>ints of the topside leaking , topside emissions allcwa.ble 

under the fomer requirem=nts are estimated to be: 

33 topside leaks x 0. 5 fX?U11Cs = 20 pourrls/hJur (upper limit) 
hour- leak 

33 topside leaks x 0 . 2 pounds = 7 p:l\ID.ds(hour (1~ limit) . 
hour- leak 

B.2.a. 5 Summary 

' and 

Allowable particulate rra.tter emissions under the fcmner requirements are 

surmarized in Table 2. 3 below: 

Type of Emissions 

Charging 

Pushing 

Coors 

Topside 

Total 

Table 2.3 

Emission Rate (pounds/hour) 

3.4 

7 .9-13.7 

55.2 

7 - 20 

73.5 - 92.3 
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B. 3. canparison of calculations of Allowed Particulate Emission Rate Fran a cOke Battery Under The Fomer Pennsv 1 vania Coke Oven RegUire::m:nts and Under The New Pennsy 1 vania Coke Ove.11 Regu1ations 
Allowed particulate matter emissions for the example battery under the 

f onrer requirarents (current EPA requirerrents) and under the Depart:::rrent • s new 
regulations (proposed SIP revision) are set forth in tabular fo:nn below. The 
fundairental ronclusion to be drawn fran Table 3.1 is that the nf:M regulations 
are approximately three times rrore restrictive, on a mass emission basis, than 
fonrer requ.irerrents. 

Table 3.1* 

Emission Rate (p:ru.nds/hour) of Emissions New tions Old · erents 

7.1 3. 4 

10.7 - 11.4 7 . 9 - 13 . 7 

4 . 6 - 8.4 55.2 

2.0 - 6.0 7 - 20 

24 . 4 - 32. 9 73.5 - 92 . 3 
(MID-~.NGE) (29) (83) 

The Departrrent su.l::rnits that EPA approval of the proposed SIP revision will 
clearl y r esult in rrore stringent a:mtrol of fugitive emissions fran ro.ke oven 
batteries than was the case 1..ll1C.er fonrer requ.ixem:nts. In addition, the Depart
nent believes that the nf:M regulations will prove rrore enforceable than fo.mer 
requirem:nts based on the ronsiderations discussed in Part C, infra. 

~ 

* Fran Table 1.2, section B. l . a . S.and Table 2.3., section B.2 . a.S . 
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C. THE NEW Rffit.JI..P..TICNS ARE t-'ORE EASILY AI:MINIS'I'ERED AND MJRE 
ENFORCEABLE THAN FORMER REQUIREMENTS 

It is axianatic that the success and effectiveness of any set of regula-

tions depends upon the degree to which ccrnpliance can be rronitored and violations 

enforced in legal proceedings . In addition to providing a rrore restrictive 

degree of control of the fugitive emissions fran coke ovens, the Depart::rn::mt 

believes that the new regulations as written will prove easier to both rronitor 

and enforce operator carrpliance than was the case under the old requirerrents . 

C.l The New Regul.ations ·Are Consistent With The Approach Taken By EPA in . 
Establishing BACI' Standards 

The Depart:rcent believes that one obvious strongpoint of its new regulations 

is the close similarity of both the emission standards and rronitoring techniques 

contained therein
1 

with the standards and techniques established by EPA as BACI' 

for coke ovens . This sirnilari ty did not occur by chance. Through:Jut the 

Departrrent 1 s deliberations on its proposed new OJke oven regulations ,ne:nbers 

of the Departrrent were in close touch with EPA personnel as to the standards 

EPA was establishi.TJ.g as BACI' and cr.e Cepa.rt:m:nt rrade efforts to style its 

regulations accordingly. 

As noted. previously, the new regulations require the application of BACT 

for pushing, dcors , cind topside emissions . The Depa.rt:m:nt 1 s charging standard 

is less stringent than the EPA BACl' charging standards. 2 However, the EPA approach 

of defining allowable emission levels in te.I:ms of ~ observed visibl e emissions, 

as opposed to establishing an allowable opacity standard, is reflected in each 

1. See 25 Pa. Cede §§123. 44 (a), (b); 129.15; 123.13 . 

' 2. BP-.cr for charging emissions is "forty-eight (48) to fifty- five (55) seconds 
of total visible emissions per five (5) consecutive charges." (EPA Menn fran 
Stanley W. Legro, "Guidance on Ieve.ls of Controls for New By- Product Coke 
Batteries Locating in Areas Exceeding t.~e ~" , January 5 , 1977 at page 3) . 
The' Depart:rrEnt 1 s or:en charging standard (§123. 44 (a) (1) (i)) ~d alla.v visible 
emissions totaling seventy-five (75) seconds fran four consecutive charges . 
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of the eepa.rt::rrent 1 s standards for doors, charging, and topside emissions . Such 
an approach avoids difficulties previously encountered under the forrrer require
ments when percent opaci t::j was used to det.el:rni.ne ccmpliance . 

3 
M:>reover! the n~ 

regulations can be rrore easily rronitored by Cepart:rre.nt staff since trained opacity 
observers are not required to detennine canpliance with rrost of the standards. 

4 

3. For example, enforcerrent of the new regulations is not as subject to the vagaries of w-eat.~ conditions as w-ere the for:m:r requi.rerents, where inclerrent v..:eather conditions oftentirres made opacity observations difficult. Under the foz:rrer requirements, the physical location of sare coke oven batteries was such that strict positional adherence to recorrrrended observation prcx::edures proved .impractical. Counsel for Alan ~'kxxi argued during litigation before the Env:ixonirental Hearing Eoard that such positional deviation was grounds for invalidat:L11g Depart:rre.nt observations . Nhile the Board rejected this a.rgurrent, i t did indicate that it had considerable reservation as to the accuracy of the Depart:rre.nt 1 s observation and recording technique (reading eve_ry 15 seconds) as it applied to coke oven fugitive emissions based on the recognized short- teJ::rn variability of these emissions. The Board further ruled that the Departrrent' s practice of not recording emissions unless determined to be 30% opacity or greater sufficiently took into account a recognized percent reading error of + 7 1/2% and rejected Alan W:xx:i 1 s challenge on this fX)int. -

In addition to problems associated with assuring the accuracy of the _ technique, the Department experienced difficulties in docurrenting violations . Since the three-minute standard was allocated to all emission p::>ints on the battery, docurrentation of a violation- except in cases where gross emissions fran one point (e . g . , cha..-rgi..l1<J) <MJuld exceed the standard by itself- required several observo._rs, each of whan WQUJ.d be resp:msible for observing a particular emission p::>int during the one hour period. In the case of doors, 0..0 observers ~uld separately be required to observe coke and pusher sides. M:>reover, if any obse_rver 1 s view was obstructed (e.g. , emissions fran door areas blowing across tr..e batte_ry top and interfering with observation of charging emissions) the entire observation perioo <MJuld have to be catllErlced again, assuming emissions fran other p::>ints on the battery did not aggregate rrore than 20% opacity for rrore than three minutes of any hclur or greater than 60% at any given tine. 

4 . Opacity requ:irarents are cantaine::l in §123 . 44 (a) (2) (40% l.ilnit on door leaks 15 minutes or longer after last charge to the oven); 129 . 15(c) (l.ilniting visible fugitive emissions in excess of 20% opacity fran any air cleaning device); 129.15 (e) (limiting visible fugitive emissions during t.P..e transport of hot cake to 10% opacity) . Waste heat stack emissions are still subject to the requirements of §123 . 4L 
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C. 2 The Nerw Regulations Require Daily Self-rronitoring By The Source aperator 

Under the fo.rrrer requi.rem:mts, the Depa.rtn'ent was rronitoring a::mpliance/non

a::xrpliance by a coke plant ope_rator through pericx:lic .i.nspections of the facility . 

Such periodic inspections made docurrentation of daily operating practices for 

enforc:errent purfX)Ses rrore cli£ficult. Rather than a dc:x::urrented continuum of 

daily violations, the Department usually had discrete days of obsezved violation 

an:i was forced to present evidence illustrating repetitive, non- varying operation 

of the source to circumstantially establish continuous operational violations. 

The other course was to assign inspectors to observe plant operations on a 

regular basis, which necessarily placed a strain on Departrrent manpov.er requjxe-

rrents. The nerw regulations, in contrast, requiie self-rronitoring by all affected 

sources and periodic re-porting of such rronitoring to the Departrrent. 

Section 139. 615 requires all coke plant operators to perfonn daily obser

vations of visible air conta:mi.nants fran points on the roke oven battery re-

5. §139 . 61. Pequi.rern:nts. 

(a) Persons responsible for the operation of any source 
included in any class of sources listed in the first colurm of 
Table 1 of this Clapter shall do the following : 

(1) Conduct source tests, air sarrpling, and analyses 
or perfm:m visual observations of the air contaminants specified 
by n.ane or by reference to an applicable enission standard in 
the seo::::md colurm of Table I. . 

(2) Corrluct the required tests, sarrpling, analyses, 
or observations at the frequency required by the third colurm 
of Table I. 

(3) Subnit rronitoring reports in accordance with the 
requirerrents of §139 . 53 of this Title (relating to filing rron
itoring rewrts) at tbe freque..l1cy specified in the fourth column 
of Table I. 

(b) Table I follows : 
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ferenced in Sections 123 . 44 (a) (1) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 6 as well as to conduct annual 

o:::mpliance tests on the pushing control device and waste heat stacks . Results 

of all daily rroni toring observations, tcgether with a Sur£'1taiY of all daily 

readings Im.lSt be sul:::mitted to the Depart:rrent on a quarterly basi.s. Pursuant to 

Section 139 . 53 (a) (2), 7 all reports IlUlSt be "~In by the .t;:erson exercising 

managerial reSfOnsibility over the operation of the source for which rronitoring 

is required. " 

(a:>ntinued) 
5. TABLE I 

Class of Sources 

Air Contaminants 
to be 

tvbnitored 

Frequency of 
Testing 

~ling or 
Observations 

Frequency of 
Filing M::mi
toring Rep:>rts 

Coke oven batteries Quarterly 

Pushing 
Waste heat stack 

§123.44 (a) (1), (3), 
(4) 1 (5) 1 (6) & (7) 
§123.13(b) 
§123.13(c) 

Daily during 
daylight 
Annual 
Annual 

Annual 
Annual 

6. 'Ihe Cepa.rt:r.ent does not require a::nlp8Ilies to rronitor o::mpliance with the 40% door standard in §123 . 44(a) (2). 

7. Section l39. 53(a) (2} provides: 

(a} Persons reSfOnsible for the operation of sources 
subject to rronitoring requi.rerrents established by order 1 bv rondition of plan approval or pennit, or pursuant to this .. 
Subchapter 1 shall sul::mit pericxlic rep:rrts of the results of 
any tests, sanplesl or observations a:mducted 1 obtained, o r 
made in accordance with the rrethods . or techniques referenced 
in §139.52 of this Title (relating to rronitorlng rrethods and 
techniques) • Such reports shall .be: 

*** 
(2} sv.crn by the person exercising managerial respon

sibility over the operation of the source for which rronitoring 
is requi.r~ 
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From an enforcerrent standpJint, the desliability of having daily rronitoring 

records prepared by t."1e source operator which may be used in civil litigation to 

d.c:x:::unent non-ccrnpliance status is obvious . In addition, the Depart:Irent believes 

that requiring daily rronitoring by source q::e_-ra.tors is an irop::>rtant rreasure to 

ensure c:ontinoous and effective emission a::>ntrol. Except for pushing emissions , 

emission control on coke oven batteries is la.l:gely a prcduct of careful work 

practices, consistently maintained. It is the Depa.rtlrent ' s experience that 

consistent worker perfonnance requires pericdic manage.rrent 'review. By requiring 

t.ile managerial supervisor to sign the m:ni taring re;x:>rts, the Depar1::Irent will 

ensure that battery perfo:orance is being revi~ by resp:msible managerrent . 

Again, experience indicates that if rranagarent revie<N of ' battery perfomance is 

rot focussed by regulatory requirem::nt, rranagerent attention will be directed 

to this area only when legal action is initiated. 

C. 3 The New Regulations Provide Specific Standards to Which The Court May 
Reier in Framing The Relief To Be Grante:i . 

The fo.r::rrer requirem:nts also presented serious problems in evaluating the 

question of· the proper relief to l::e a£forded once oon~liance was established. 

Since all e.-missions fran points on the battery were subject to the three minute 

standard, the Depart:m:nt was faced with the necessity of evaluating control 

proposals for particular anissian p::>ints on an inte...rrelated basis in light of 

t."'le anticipated effectiveness of control at other emission p::>ints. Given this 

interrelationship, protracted litigation over p::>Ssible canbi.nations of control 

piq;:osals is invited. 

For example, even assuming that the Depart:Jrent we.re to dem:mstrate that a 

profOsed control plan- which provided for no controls on c:P.arg-i..ng emissions was 

inadequate to rr.eet the standard, the source would presuzrebly be free to sul::mit 

anotb.er control plan which proposed no rontrol of pushing emissions on t..~ grounds 
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that, with charging emissions controlled, total visible emissions exceeding 20% 
opacity v.ould not exceed three minutes per hour. Resolution of the acceptability 
of such control plans necessarily requires a judgrrent on the part of the Cepart
rrent as to the probable future effectiveness of propJsed control rreasures to 
reduce aggregate visible emissions greater than 20% opacity to less than three 
minutes in any hour. When litigation ensues over a disagreement as to the 
acceptability of a control plan, the I:epa.rt:Irent is not in the position of defending 
the ultimate standards, but rather of defending its judgment as to the probabilities 
of a::xtt=>liance being attained by the particular control proposal. In such a 

. situation, as the Alan Vb::d litigation derronstrated, the trier of fact may delay 
requiring installation of positive control equitm=nt to pennit limited "field-
testing" of a particular control prop:>sal which attenpts to attain a::mpliance 
~gh inrplerrentation of an improved operation and maintenance program. 

In the case of Alan \'bed Steel, the air pollution abatement plan suhni tted 
to the Cepartrrent pursuant to the requirerents of Paragraph 6 of the Consent 
P...greerrent (attached as ApFend.ix A- iii, supra) contained provisions for the control 
of charging emissions (staged charging) , oven doors (rebrick.ing, rebuilding and 
packing) and pushing. Alan VbX1 did not propose the installation of specific 
pushing control technol03Y but rather prop::>sed to reduce emissions fran its 
pushing q::erations through the use of an OJ;erational technique which it described 
as the "Clean Push Program" • 8 Eecause the .I:epa.rt::Irent did not believe that o:::m-

8 . Alan Wcod proposed to control visible emissions fran pushing operations by use of the follcwing operational techniques designed to identify inccmpletely coked ovens prior to the push: 

"1. fu ovens shall be coked for the full operating cycle of 16-1/2 hours cha.rge to cbarge. Ovens will be dropped fran t.."le schedule during upsets to avoid a decrease in coking tirre. 
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pliance with the three minute opacity standard could be achieved unless pushing 

emissions \Aiere effectively contained,and because t.l1e Cepartrrent anticipated progressive 

increases in emissions fran the pushing operation as the battery aged _and deteri

orated tmless J:X'sitive pushing controls were installed, Alan Wood 1 s abatem:nt 

plan was denied. 

The difficulty which faced the Cepart:rrent during litigation of Alan W::x:x:l ' s 

appeal of the denial to the Enviromnental Hearing Board was w.at of dem:::mstrating 

to the examiner that it was rrore probable than not t.~t Alan W:::x:d 1 s "Cl ean Push 

Program" \o.Ould not reduce visible emissions fran pushing to a level which, when 

residual emissions fran other FOints (i.e., charging after installation of staged 

charging, doors after i.lnf>lementation of a door rra.intenance program) were con-

sidered, v.uuld assure o:mpli.ance with the three minute standard. As Alan W:x:d' s 

"Clean Push Program" involved an operating technique never before irrplerrented, 

derronstrating this was difficult. The Environmental Hearing Board 1 s review of 

the probl em is \o.Orth noting : 

'Ihis case presents one primary issue : vlas the 
Cepartrrent of Envi.ronrrental Resources acting reasonably 
in denying approval of Alan ~ 1 s proposed Clean Push 
Program, as it was framed. initially or as it was 

arrended during the hearing? 

( a:liltinued) 
8 . 

*** 

" 2. Oven heating controls will be maintained in gcod 
operating condition and flue t.enperatures will be rcon
i tored frequently. 

"3 . The present patching and rraintenance program will be 
continued. .Records will be kept of repairs. 

"4 . Gcosenecks will be kept clean to allow free passage of 
gases fran the ove.Tl to the collecting main. 

" 5 . Ccor refractories will be maintained in first class 
condition to avoid t:P.is cause of 1 green ends 1 

• " 

wbe.re incc:rnplete coking was indicated , Alan ~ profX'sed to rerrove the 

oven from the regular pushing sequence to allow further coking t.iire . 
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The basic standard of paragraph 5 of the order calls for emissions over 20% opacity to ee not rrore than 3 nrinutes in any hour. ~'ii thin the context of this case, several different rrcdes of nna:rrpliance may l:e id.enti£ied.: (1 ) Pushing emissions over 20% by themselves might exceed. 3 minutes; (2) Pushing emissions over 20% by themselves mighc be less than 3 minutes, but total emissions over 20% might exceed 3 ~utes because of ernissio~ fran6ather sources (each of wiu.ch was also less than 3 rru.nutes) ; (3) Pushing emissions over 20% might be less than 3 minutes, but the total v.auld exceed 3 minutes even if pushing emissions were zero, because emis:.ions over 20% fran one or rrore other sources exceed. 3 minutes. 

Since we are dealing with predicti...l"lg the future, which no one can knew with certainty, we cannot deal with certainties, but must deal with probabilitie:s, and we must frarre the issues in those tei:rns . We might decide that the departrrent was unreasonable if the probability of a::ropliance with the standard is high enough with Alan ~ 1 s proposed Clean Push Program that it ~uld be nnreasonable at this tirre to insist on the slightly greater probability of a::mpliance that might result fran sare other program. 

But the probability of a:::mpliance must be treated separately for each of the cases analyzed. ab:>ve. If we could say that the probability was very high that pushing emissions· over 20% ~d by themselves exceed 3 minutes , then we ~d have no problem h:>lding that tb.e depart:m:nt was reasonable in denying approval of Alan 'ib:xi 1 s pushing proposal. And the hearing and litigation process v.uuld not have taken so long. 

But things are never that sircple. The evidence showed that case (3) represents the current situation-pushing emissions over 20% do not now exceed 3 minutes , but door emissions over 20% ~d cause tot3..1 emissions over 20% to exceed 3 minutes even if pushing emissions and charging emissions were zero. Neither party believed this v.uuld be the ultimate situation. 'Ihe departrrent f elt that the probable situation ~uld be case (2)~ enissions over 20% Y.OJ.ld not exceed 3 minutes, but ~uld be great enough that pushing emissions v.ould have to be kept as close to zero as pJssible
9
in order to keep total emissions over 20% tmder 3 minutes . 

6. For example, dcor emissions might l:e 1 1/2 minutes, charging emissions 1 1/2 minutes, and pushing emissions 1 minute, for a total of 4 minutes. 

9 . Alan W::x::::d. Steel Co. v . Camonwealth of Pennsylvania, Cepart::Irent of Envi.ronrrental Resources , EHB ~73-368-B "PropJsed P.djudication of P.earing Exani.l1er" pages 13- 14. The final ad judication of the Beard, which ado?ted the examiner' s adjudication with m:::d.ification of the final order is attached as App2.'1dix C-i. . 
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The final Environrrental Hearing Board adjudication expressed a ronsiderable degree 

of doubt that Alan ~'bod's "Clean Push Program11 ~d rreet the three minute standard 

in the 1972 Consent Agreement. However, in vif:!.N of the capital expmse and energy 

requirerrents of a I.JOSitive a:mt:rol system, the Board did not feel that the ~rob

ability that canpliance with the standard could be attained without pushing 

a:mt:rols bad been su£ficientl y dem:Jnstrated by t.'1e Cepa.rt::rrent to convince the 

Board to require Alan Vb::xi to abandon the program and i.mredi.ately proceed with 

r:ositive pushing rontrols. As a result, the Board's Order provided for an 

additional 120 days testing period, to a:rrrcence after installation and operation 

of a new larry car and roke side door plugs, for evaluation of Alan Wocd ' s entire 

roke oven emission control program. Thus, after a.lrrost four years of litigation, 

the issue of appropriate a:mpliance with the order standard remained unresolved 

and its ultirrate resolution was left to ~ unspecified future date.
10 

Under the ns-1 regulations a:mpliance standards are specified for particular 

emission I?Oints which are independent fran each other. Pursuant to §§127 . 41, 

127.42 a specified t:iJre in which a:rrpliance rru.st l::e achieved is established by 

regulation. Thus the difficulties encountered in the Alan ~'bod litigation 

~d be obviated by the new regulations. 

C.4 Conclusion 

In light of the a1:::ove discussion, it is appare..l'lt that the f1.E!W regulations 

represent significant improverrents over the famer requ.i.rem:nts in teJ::rns of 

admi.n.istration and enforcerrent of c:c::npliance. In a nero fran Jerare Ostrov, 

10. The Board ' s adjudication recognized that the recent financial difficulties 
exp:rienced by ~ W::xXi might further delay installation of equipn:nt and 

thus delay implenentation of the testing prog10am. 
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·""' 

8eputy Associate General Counsel (Air, Noise, and Radiation Division) to Richard 
G. Rhoads , Director, Control Programs Developrrent Division, 11 CC..C advised that 
where a proposed partial SIP revision im!;osed emission lirni tations which were 
rrore enforceable than the regulations then applicable to the class of 5ources AND 
w.e new standards v.Dul.d becare effective coincidentally with the withdrawal of the 
then applicable regulation, EPA approval was appropriate. The D:pa.rt:rrent believes 
that the instant situation presents sarewhat similar considerations to those 
addressed in the Ostrov ITEITO . Therefore, the ease of enforcerrent provides an 
additional basis upon which EPA nay rely in approving th.e Depart:rrent ' s new, rrore 
stringent coke oven regulations as a revision to the federally-approved SIP. 

11. A <Xlpy of the Ostrov rrerro is attached as Appe..11dix "C-ii • . 
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